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ὃ Bios βραχύς, ἡ δὲ τέχνη μακρή, 
6 δὲ καιρὸς ὀξύς, ἡ δὲ πεῖρα σφαλερή, ἡ. δὲ κρίσις χαλεπή. 
Δεῖ δὲ οὗ μόνον ἑαυτὸν παρέχειν τὰ δέοντα ποιέοντα, ἀλλὰ 
καὶ τὸν νοσέοντα, καὶ τοὺς παρεόντας, καὶ τὰ ἔξωθεν. 
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6 βίος βραχύς, ἣ δὲ τέχνη μακρή, 
6 δὲ καιρὺς ὀξύς, ἡ δὲ πεῖρα σφαλερή, ἣ δὲ κρίσις χαλεπή. 


Δεῖ δὲ οὐ μόνον ἑαυτὸν παρέχειν τὰ δέοντα ποιέοντα, ἀλλὰ 
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ov yap ἐν λόγῳ ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ Θεοῦ ἀλλ᾽ ἐν δυνάμει.---Ἰ Cor. iv. 20. 
εν ν ἕκαστος δὲ βλεπέτω πῶς ἐποικοδομεῖ.---1 Cor. iii. 10. 
ὃ δὲ λοιπὸν ζητεῖται ἐν τοῖς οἰκονύμοις ἵνα πιστός τις εὑρεθῆ.---Ἰ Cor. iv. 2. 


1. It is high time that the bubble of codex B should be pricked. 

It had not occurred to me to write what follows until recently. 
I had thought that time would cure the extraordinary Hortian heresy, but 
when I found that after a silence of twenty years my suggestion that 
Hort’s theories were disallowed today only provoked a denial from a 
scholar and a critic who has himself disavowed a considerable part of the 
readings favoured by Hort Τ it seemed time to write a consecutive account 
of the crooked path pursued by the ms B, which—from ignorance I trow 
most people still confuse with purity and ‘“ neutrality.”’ 

I proceed to ‘“‘name”’ the aforesaid scholar, since he has challenged 
me. Dr. A. Souter began a review of my ‘Genesis of the Versions’ by 
saying that— It is the business of a critic first to destroy his enemy’s 
position before he seeks to build up his own.” 

He ended by expressing gratitude for my collations of Mss as 
such, but added some very strong advice to hold my tongue as regarded 
commenting on the evidence so painfully accumulated, which he and 
others would use—but which I must not use or discuss. He said: ‘‘ We 
cannot afford to do without his valuable cooperation in New Testament 
textual criticism, but would suggest that he confine his energies to the 
collection and accurate presentation of material, and leave theorizing to 
others, at least meantime.” 

I refuse to be bound by such advice. I demand a fair hearing on 
a subject very near my heart, and with which by close attention for 
many years I have tried to make myself sufficiently acquainted to be 
able and qualified to discuss it with those few who have pursued a 
parallel course of study. 

I present therefore an indictment against the ms B and against 
Westcott and Hort, subdivided into hundreds of separate counts. I do 


+ When this was written I believed that the Revised text to which Dr. Souter added 
some critical apparatus (published by the Clarendon Press in 1910) really represented his 
views as to the text. He informs me, however, that I am mistaken, and that he favours 
practically the whole text of Hort. Yet I prefer to allow to stand what I have written 
above, because Dr. Souter withholds in his notes in certain places (e.g. John xiii. 18 as 
to τίνας pro ots) the evidence of B al. upon which the readings of Hort were founded, 
and which the Revisers rejected in those places. The inference is obvious and almost 
indubitable that Dr. Souter must agree with the Revisers against Westcott and Hort in 
such places, or he would have given the alternative readings and the evidence for them 
in his notes. 
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not believe that the jurymen who will ultimately render a verdict have ever 
had the matter presented to them formally, legally, and in proper detail. 

A comparative study of the Versions has been made but by few. 
Tischendorf did the best he could, but often neglects a Latin ms or 
the Aethiopic version when, for instance, standing alone with δὲ. In 
such cases δὲ appears to be the only witness, but has support. 
Mr. Horner’s apparatus in his edition of the Gospels in the Sahidic 
dialect has some improvements on Tischendorf, but he has also 
overlooked many important little keys. 

I have endeavoured to bring out other points of vital interest for 
a full and complete understanding of the matter. 

Many errors of omission may yet be found in my own apparatus. 
I do not ask the critics to favour me with corrections of manifest slips, 
or of a printer’s error of a Greek accent, or as to whether Schepps 
is spelled Schepps or Schepss. I ask for a categorical answer count 
by count to my indictment of B. Task for intelligent discussion of how 
it would have been possible for an ‘‘ Antiochian’ revision to have dis- 
placed certain B readings had they been really genuine. And I ask for 
a@ proper explanation of certain Egyptian and Alexandrian features 
amounting to clear revision in the text of B and δὲ, if we are to divorce 
them from Alexandria and Egyptian soil where they belong properly. 

I had not intended simultaneously to write out the history of δὲ, 
which I have sketched in Part II. But this was early forced upon 
me, and will I think materially contribute to a proper grasp of the 
problems involved. 

Dr. Souter has said that ‘‘it is the business of a critic first to destroy 
his enemy’s position,”’ but I beg to observe that the enemy, under deepest 
cover of night, has already abandoned several important positions. And 
there is such a thing as a flanking movement which compels retirement or 
surrender without striking a more direct blow in front. Thirty years and 
more have been allowed for them to retire in good order. If the finale 
is to ke a rout and a “‘sauve qui peut,” it is not owing to lack of patience 
on the part of the other side. But it will be owing to apathy, to 
unfaithfulness, to pride, to incomplete examination of documentary 
evidence, and to an overweening haste to establish the “true” text 
without due regard to scientific foundations. 

If now I throw some bombs into the inner citadel, it is because from 
that Keep there continues to issue a large amount of ignorant iteration of 
Hort’s conclusions, without one particle of proof that his foundation 
theory is correct. 

It is impossible to reproduce or restore the text of Origen. Origen 
had no settled text.t A reference to the innumerable places where he is 


} This is strong language, but compare Mark xi. 1/12, where Origen at different 
timcs employs two different recensions without seeming to observe it. 
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upon both sides of the question, as set forth in detail herein, will show this 
clearly. Add the places where he is in direct opposition to δὲ and B, and 
we must reconsider the whole position, pending which a return to 
Wetstein’s text might be an improvement. 

I ask for a patient hearing of what must take a considerable time 
in the telling (although I have condensed the matter as much as seemed 
possible), while I proceed to sing the Death-song of B as a neutral text. 


2. Now as to the supposed Antioch revision, and as to an Egyptian 
revision, history is very silent. I know of no book where the matter 
is succinctly sketched except ‘The Introduction to the Old Testament 
in Greek,’ by Dr. Swete (1900). Here (p. 78 seg) Dr. Swete distin- 
guished between the later and the earlier Hesychius, and seems to 
accept as probable that Phileas and Hesychius (the earlier) at the end 
of the third century, with or without Pachymius and Theodore, engaged 
in Egypt in a revision of the Greek New Testament scriptures as well 
as of the Old Testament. And it is to be assumed that St. Jerome 
was referring to this Hesychius as to a revision possibly of both 
Testaments. The Decret. Gelasii to which Dr. Swete refers (p. 79) 
speaks of an Hesychius, but of whom it is difficult to judge as the date of 
the Decr. is uncertain.t| But whether the labours of the earlier Hesychius. 
and of Phileas may not be involved in the charge, some things in the 
following pages seem to suggest, and possibly the labours of the several 
men of the name of Hesychius were somewhat confused in later times. 

As to Lucian, with or without Dorotheus, and his presumed revision 
of the Scriptures at Antioch, probable as this may be, we are again in 
a difficulty. This Lucian died in 312, but he is not the same Lucian 
[cirea 120-190] to whom Origen [186-253] refers as having probably 
altered the Scriptures (contra Celsum ii. ch. xxvii). ‘‘ Now I know of 
no others who have altered the Gospel save the followers of Marcion and 
those of Valentinus and I think also those of Lucian.” 

To Lucian and Hesychius together Jerome refers in his letter to 
Damasus: ‘‘ Praetermitto eos codices quos a Luciano et Hesychio nun- 
cupatos paucorum hominum adserit perversa contentio quibus utique 
nec in (toto) veteri instrumento post septuaginta interpretes emendare 
quid licuit nec in novo profuit emendasse cum multarum gentium linguis 
scriptura ante translata doceat falsa esse quae addita sunt.” This 
certainly refers to the second Lucian and probably to the first Hesychius. 

In his praefatio ad Paralip. Jerome says: “‘ Alexandria et Aegyptus 
in Septuaginta suis Hesychium laudat auctorem. Constantinopolis usque 
Antiochiam Luciani martyris exemplaria probat. Mediae inter has pro- 
vinciae Palaestinos codices legunt ; quos ab Origene elaboratos Eusebius 


1 As to the date of the Decretum Gelasit itself see article by Εἰ, C. Burkitt in 
‘Journal of Theol. Studies’ for April 1913, p. 470. 
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et Pamphilius vulgaverunt: totusque orbis hac inter se trifaria varietate 
compugnat....” Here he is certainly only referring to the O.T. directly. 

Whether or not Hesychius I and Phileas are the ones responsible 
for the Egyptian revision of the New Testament, there was evidently such 
a revision, which is what the following pages are concerned to exhibit. 

I do not deny that Lucian 11 perhaps also revised the New 
Testament about the same time (circa 290 A.D.) at Antioch, and that 
therefore, as Hort allowed, the Textus receptus foundation is synchronous 
as to age with the other forms of text. 

But Ido not see how it is possible to accord to the NB group any 
general neutral base as against the other text, or to see any way out 
of the difficulty except an assumption that the NB group represent this 
Egyptian and Hesychian (1) revision, with traces here and there, it is true, 
-of a foundation common to an earlier form shared by both Antiochian 
and Egyptian bases before either revision took place. 

The principal point involved is: ‘‘ Who is responsible for the greater 
revising?” And the answer seems decided that the NB group should 
be given the palm. Otherwise we cannot explain the facts. For it is 
inconceivable that Lucian 1 or anyone else removed what are con- 
sidered such good readings in NB as: 


Matthew vi. 7. υποκριται (pro εθνικοι) 
xvii. 15 
ΧΙΧ. 4. κτισας (pro ποιησας) 
xx. 94, ομματων (pro οφθαλμων) 
xxl. 10. νυμφων (pro γαμος) 


. KAKWS EXEL (PTO κακως πασχει) 


Mark vy. 86. παρακουσας (pro ακουσας) 
vil. 4. ραντισωνται (pro βαπτισωνται) 
x. 10 κατευλογει (pro εὐλογει) 


Luke xi. 33. φως (pro φεγγος) 
Xll. 28. audiager (pro αμφιεννυσι) 
xii. 56. οὐκ οἰδατε δοκιμαζειν (pro ov δοκιμαζετεὶ) 
xxl. 55. περιαψαντων ( pro «ψαντων) 
XXiv. 33. ηθροισμενους (pro συνηθροισμενους) 


John iv. 15. διερχωμαι (pro epywpar) 
x1. 57. evToXas (pro ἐντολὴν) 
xix. 41. nv τεθειμενος (pro ετεθὴ) 


On this ground alone then, however pure or impure, neutral or 
expanded, may be the narrative in the Antiochian or Constantinopolitan 
text, it shows a base in such places free from the ‘‘ improvements ”’ 
made in Egypt. 

Until this matter be disproved, and I see not how it can be done 
away with, we must refuse to allow the priority or purity of the NB recen- 
sion over that of Constantinople and Antioch as to genuine neutral base. 
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My thesis is then that it was B and δὲ and their forerunners with 
Origen who revised the ‘‘ Antioch ” text. And that, although there is an 
older base than either of these groups, the ‘‘ Antioch”’ text is purer in 
many respects, if not “‘ better,”’ and is nearer the original base than much 
of that in vogue in Egypt. 

I have recently published a fresh collation of Evan 157. I was 
anxious to do this for several reasons, but I was surprised at the 
result ; principally because I found that the text of the ms had, like 
so many others, passed through Egypt at some time and become 
imbued with a good many coptic readings which are of such a nature 
that they could only have been obtained through the agency of a 
eraeco-coptic document. 

This matter illustrates our point very thoroughly and very decidedly. 
Where 157 opposes XB and coterie we are to suppose that upon its 
return to Constantinople the archetype of 157 was subjected to a 
rigorous comparison with a standard which caused the removal of all 
the ‘‘ good” readings of the NB group! Such a thing is unthinkable. 
On the contrary, 157 is a good example of a text full of “‘old”’ readings 
and having a very ancient base, yet not ‘‘improved”’ on the principles 
of NB. But all this will develop as we proceed with our examination. 


Dr. Souter has said further of me in his review of my ‘ Genesis of 
the Versions,’ “‘ It is rhetoric and perhaps something worse to say that 
Hort’s whole classification is now admitted to be wrong (p. 387). Mr. 
Hoskier would find it difficult to prove this.” 

In reply to this, I will only say that in the same volume under review 
1 had quoted Burkitt and others on this very point, and given their own 
language. But I will be still more precise here and subjoin some of the 
remarks which can be gathered from a rapid glance at the writings of. 
Kenyon, Burkitt, and Turner, without mentioning Merx. 


“There remain the ‘ Neutral’ and ‘ Alexandrian’ groups, ὑ7 we accept 
Hort’s classification.” —Crum and Kenyon, J.T.S. vol. 1. p. 432, ‘Of the 
middle-EKgyptian graeco-coptic fragment.’ 


“‘Tischendorf’s text is, In my own opinion, right in many places where 
the text of Hort is wrong ; but it is right, as it were, rather because a sort 
of divining instinct, the result of his long acquaintance with his material, 
led him to the truth, than because he had really, at least in the sense that 
Hort and von Soden have done, argued out his principles.” —C. H. Turner, 
9.1.5. vol. xi. p. 183, ‘ Historical Introduction to the Textual Criticism of 
the N.T.’ 

[But Tichendorf “argues out his principles” on every other page 
of his N.T., and although he often follows B against N, it is N as a 
‘neutral’ text that he is following just where Turner no doubt agrees 
with his critical acumen.—H.C.H. | 
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‘Some few of these ‘interpolations ’ may possibly not be interpolations 
at all, but portions of the true text which have fallen out of NB... . 

‘“As soon as the Latinity of the ‘Italian’ group is studied without 
special reference to the type of Greek text represented by the various 
MSS, tt becomes at once evident that Dr. Hort’s classification is unsatis- 
factory. The first blow to it was dealt by Mr. White in his edition 
of g....’—F. C. Burkitt, Texts and Studies, vol. iv. No. 8, ‘The Old 
atin and the Itala,’ pp. 52 and 55. 


*«The text of Westcott and Hort is practically the text of NB. The 
‘Old Syriac sometimes supports the true text of the NB family, where N 
singly or B singly deserts the family to side with a later variation; 15 it 
not therefore possible, and indeed likely, that in some instances N and B 
may both have deserted the reading which they ought to have followed, 
and that they and not S (= sy7 sim) are inconsistent? That δὲ and B 
occasionally ᾿᾿ [over 3,000 real differences between N and B are recorded 
in the Gospels alone !—H.C.H. | ‘‘ are inconsistent with themselves appears 
‘certain in several places. Carefully as B is written, now and again it 
presents an ungrammatical reading, which proves on examination to be 
‘the fragment of a rival variant. Thus at Matt. xxii. 26.... Other 
instances are... . In all these instances” |Matt. xxi. 31, xxiii. 26, 
xxvil. 17, Luke x1. 33, xix. 387] ““B presents us with what is evidently 
a doctored text.”—F. C. Burkitt, ‘ Ev. da Mepharreshe,’ vol. 11. pp. 233/4. 


Now in the following pages I submit a vast number of other 
instances where B has a doctored text, plainly, indubitably doctored. 
Hort and my side cannot both be right in their estimate of this “‘ neutral ”’ 
text. I claim merely that it is not neutral, and may not be followed 
unless standing with strong independent company apart from the other 
usual ‘‘ Egyptian” supporters. I had thought von Soden agreed with me, 
but his new text is very eclectic, and I wish to submit my side of the 
question independently of his views. I have had no correspondence with 
him on the subject. Adalbert Merx is decidedly on my side. 


[Norr.—As to Hesychius referred to on p. 11 we have really to 
distinguish between four men of this name (and possibly a fifth may lurk 
between them). 

Hesychius ci7ca 200 in Egypt. 

Hesychius the Alexandrian and lexicographer ca. 380. 

Hesychius of Jerusalem stated as 0b. 609 by Gregory, but in Gallandius 
vol. xi. Pref. p. vii as ob. in 433 or 486. To this man is 
attributed the Concordance or harmony republished (?) by 
Severus in 513. 

Hesychius of Miletus circa 540, author of an Onomasticon and 
Chronicon. | 
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Πάντα δοκιμάζετε * τὸ καλὸν κατέχετε.---Ἰ Thess. v. 21. 
Γίνεσθε τραπεζῖται δύκιμοι.--- ΑΡ61165 Epiph. 
Origen Joh 
Σοῦ yap, φησὶν [ὁ Κύριος], ἄνθρωπε, rods λόγους pov ws ἀργύριον ἐπὶ τραπεζιτῶν καὶ ws 
Χρήματα Soxyudcoa.—Clembom. 


I suppose that it will readily be conceded that C. H. Turner is 
without question the most brilliant writer on Textual Criticism today. 
It is always a pleasure to read him, and to be carried along in his racy 
and well-balanced style, which shows large mastery of the historical side 
of the problem as far as we have gathered it to-day. But there are 
certain weak points in his argument. I refer particularly to his article 
in the J.T.S. for January 1910,f which I think shows a smaller 


{ ‘Historical Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament.’ 
V: The Languages of the Early Church; (B) Syriac and the first Syriac Gospels. 

Turner’s two examples in textual criticism (Matt. i. 16 and Luke xiv. 5) are 
distinguished, as usual, by a perfectly lucid view of matters which would surely lead him 
a long way as a helpful master in the science if he would collate certain texts with 
each other and get at the many suggestions for the origin of error which abound when 
the documents themselves are consulted. Thus, as to ovos and wos in Luke xiv. 5 the 
origin of the change may perhaps be referred merely to the propinquity of other words 
with similar commencement or termination. If he will turn up the Codex Sinaiticus 
the following will be found : 

ΟΕΝΚΑΙΑΠΟΚΡΙΘΙο 


MPOCAYTONEINEN 
TINOCYMWNONoc 
HBOYCEIC@PEAPNE 


At first sight it looks as if the corrector had misplaced YC (YIOC) over the wrong 
ON, but he is apparently correcting αὐτὸν to avrous. It is possible that a similar change 
where YC was written by mistake over the wrong ON (in ONOC) led to the trouble. 


Now if we turn to B: AYTONKAIANEAYCEN 
KAIMPOCAYTOYCEINE 
TINOCYMWNYIOCHBOYe 
EICPPEAPMECEITAIK 


we find vos comes below avrovs, as in N oves comes below avroy. Hence there was a 
possibility of error oculi in both places, making for wos in one and ovos in the other. 
A faint or interlined original therefore may be the cause of the trouble, as we see from 
syr cu’s conflation. 

Note further that AS and U have OYIOC, retaining an O, while D’s προβατον is 
faithfully reproduced in d OVIS (ovis et bobis). We may even hazard that OVIS might 
have influenced ONOC in that dim 1} eriod when ‘‘ Western” and “" Alexandrian ” texts 
were linking up. 
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acquaintance with the testimony of the Mss themselves than I expected 
to find in his writings. 

On p. 1883/4 he says ‘‘ Hort was the last and perhaps the ablest of 
a long line of editors of the Greek Testament, commencing in the 
eighteenth century, who very tentatively at first, but quite ruthlessly 
in the end, threw over the later in favour of the earlier Greek Mss: AND 
THAT ISSUE WILL NEVER HAVE TO BE TRIED AGAIN. In Hort’s hands 
this preference for the earlier MSs was pushed to its most extreme 
FORM. 

This sentence seems to me to lack a grasp of what the testimony of 
the later documents is (as evidenced by the contents of those which we 
know) and what the testimony may be of those which are yet unexamined, 
of which of course there are hundreds and hundreds. 

To take Rendel Harris’ 892, published in 1890, or Schmidtke’s Paris 
nat’ for example (the latter variously known as Scrivener 743, or 
Gregory 579, or von Soden ε 376, olim Reg 2861, olim Colbert 5258) 
which was published in 1908, we find texts which at first sight are in 
large accord with NBLY. Yet if we examine them more closely, as I 
have had occasion to do in reading them a score of times, we find ἃ 
strange state of things. For if, where they accord with NBLY, they are 
supporting the genuine reading, what are they doing when they are 
aberrant, as we find on every page? What are they doing when they 
accord with the ‘‘ Antioch” side, or with 28 or 157 or the Syriac alone, 
or when they have their own peculiar way of exhibiting the text? If 
the question be closed, as Turner says: ‘‘ and that issue will never have 
to be tried again,’ how are we to judge of the issues where δὲ and B are 
opposed, in over 3,000 places? for he says on p. 183 just previously: 
“Tischendorf’s text is, in my own opinion, right in many places where 
the text of Hort is wrong....’’ It is in such places that I claim the 
testimony of 892 or Paris’ as invaluable for “control.” A deep study 
of the phenomena involved in this is imperative, for the question which 
arises In such cases is whether this text antedates the common base 
of NB or ποὺ ἢ 

Turner has a reference to an Oxyrynchus papyrus which claims our 
attention next. In this connection let it be understood that the oldest 
documents in profane literature unearthed by Grenfell and Hunt are 


+ It is well to bear in mind at all times that the questions at issue are not those 
of the χυτὴ century versus those of the tv. It is a question of the mss of the 
iv" + L® of vi/1x + RTQ of vi/v [WX with D occupying a position midway] 
against a large band of other uncials of nearly the same dates. The textual questions 
involved are all back of the 1v cent. In other words it is not a question of Turner’s 
“later mss in favour of the earlier Greek mss,’”’ but as to who was right a.p. 125-400, 
when these questions arose. Turner is misstating the case. Hort did not do this. 
He recognised the Textus receptus as being quite as old as 350 a.p. or older. 
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often woefully inferior in places to more modern documents of the same 
writings, and often very corrupt.t 

On pp. 185-6 Turner writes; ‘“‘The discovery, since Hort wrote, 
of a papyrus leaf containing most of the first chapter of St. Matthew 
in a text closely agreeing, even in spelling of proper names, with the 
text of B, may be fairly held to carry back the whole B text of the 
Gospels into the third century.” 

Why ‘the WHOLE B text’? I wonder. Does Turner not know 
that it is unallowable for a serious textual critic so to express himself. 
The four Gospels are most frequently in Mss found to be of different 
recensions although bound together. After the many Christian per- 
secutions during which the fragile documents of the Faith were in 
jeopardy every hour, it seems that it was difficult to obtain the four 
Gospels together to be recopied. Indeed—judging from certain early 
Syriac documents in the British Museum, as well as from the varying 
order of the Gospels as recopied and bound—it was the practice in the 
early centuries to carry one or two Gospels bound together. Hence, 
after the stress of a persecution had abated, and a Church copy of the 
Tetra-evangelion was required, it was often unconsciously made up of 
different recensions. Therefore, because B accords in St. Matthew with 
the Oxyrynchus papyrus, No. 2 (plate i) vol. 1. 1898, it does not 
necessarily follow that the same applies to the other three Gospels.t 
This in first place. But, secondly, does B find the support claimed 
by Turner here (and by Burkitt, ‘Introduction to Barnard’s Clement of 
Alexandria,’ Texts and Studies, vol. v. No. 5), or is not this exaggerated ? 
The biblical piece referred to is the merest fragment, a veritable trifle, 
containing Matt. 1. 1-9, 12, 14-20. As to date G. and H. say: ‘‘ There 
is no likelihood of its being subsequent to the beginning of the fourth 
century, and it may with greater probability be assigned to the third.” 
Shall we call it a.D. 275 then? ‘This only carries the B text of this 
portion back fifty or sixty years or so anyhow. After acollation,G.and H. 
sum up thus: ‘‘ The papyrus clearly belongs to the same class as the 
Sinaitic and Vatican codices, and has no Western or Syrian proclivities. 
Except in cases where it has a reading peculiar to itself alone, the 
papyrus always agrees with those two Mss where they are in agreement. 
Where they differ, the papyrus does not consistently follow either of 
them, but is somewhat nearer the Vatican codex, especially in matters 
of spelling, though in one important case (τοῦ δὲ ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ) it 
agrees with the codex Sinaiticus.” 


+ Note also the following opinions: “ There is this peculiarity about the mss of the 
treatise De statw anwmae [of Claudius Mamertus] that their value is in almost inverse 
ratio to their age.” —Sanday, ‘ Classical Review,’ Feb. 1888. 

‘“‘ However, as we Shall see later, age is no certain criterion of value.” —L. J. M. Bebb, 
‘ Studia Biblica,’ vol. ii. No. 5, p. 201 (1890). 

t Obs. Soden’s ms 050 with δὰ in Matt. and John, with BD in Mark, with B in Luke. 
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Now hear Dr. Burkitt before we proceed (op. cit. pp. vill, x/xi) : 
‘‘Mr. Barnard has paid a longer and less hurried visit than Dean 
Burgon’s flying call. He has copied out all the marked places in 
Clement’s bible as far as the Gospels and Acts are concerned..... 
Before actually examining Clement’s quotations let us for a moment 
consider what we might have expected to find. Since the publication 
of the Revised Version and Dean Burgon’s strictures on it, investiga- 
tions and discoveries have been made which bear directly on the subject. 
The general result is quite clear. Whether δὰ and B are, as Dean Burgon 
has it, ‘two false witnesses, B, at least, can no longer be regarded 
as ἃ mere ‘curiosity. There can now be little doubt that this ms 
represents in the Gospels with great accuracy the type of text current 
in Egypt from the middle of the third century A.D., although B itself 
may very well have been written at Caesarea in the famous library of 
Pamphilus. The Egyptian proclivities of B have been well illustrated by 
three comparatively recent publications. .... The most striking discovery 
of all remains. In the Oxyrynchus papyrus fragment of St. Matthew, 
discovered and edited by Grenfell and Hunt, we have at last an 
undoubted piece of a third-century Gospel ms. The fragment is older, 
probably by a century, than any known ms of any part of the New 
Testament, and most fortunately covers a passage where the variants 
are extremely well marked (viz. Matt. i. 1-20). What, then, does this 
voice from the dead say? Does it support Burgon or Hort? The 
answer is most decided. It sides with SN and B. With δὰ and B (and 
of course ‘ Westcott and Hort’) it has Boest for Booz, Iobed for Obed, 
Asapht for Asa. Nor is this agreement confined to the spelling of the 
names of Jewish kings, seeing that it has γένεσις in Matt. 1. 18 (not 
γέννησις), a reading characteristic enough of B and Dr. Hort to draw 
forth three pages of Dean Burgon’s indignation. Other readings of B 
similarly attested by the new fragment are δευγματίσαι for παραδειγματίσαι 
(ver 19) and the omission of ὁ βασιλεὺς in ver 6, and of yap in ver 18. 
Nor does the papyrus give support to ‘ Western’ texts any more than 
to the ‘ Received Text.’ Both in vv. 16 and 18 it rejects the readings 
of Codex Bezae and its allies. In one word, it is just such a document 
as Dr. Hort would have expected it to be.” So far Burkitt. 

Commenting on this, the first thing which attracts our attention is 
the notice of —o βασίλευς in ver 6, followed by the statement that ‘‘ the 
papyrus gives no support to ‘ Western’ texts.’ Yet, the omission of 
ὁ βασιλεὺς is found in the Latins ὃ σι 5.5 k gat dim and vulgates JM with 


t = Coptic, as the Coptic in Luke iii. 82, but there not NB. 

1 Consult Salmon, ‘Some Thoughts on Textual Criticism,’ as to this. 

§ I take this opportunity of correcting a mistake in my ‘Gen. of the Versions,’ 
vol. ii. p. 200, where I said ‘‘|mon Oxyr*]” for this omission. G.and H. professed to give 
a collation with the Text. recept. and W—H, but were silent as to verse 6, and I failed to 
compare the original text. 


INTRODUCTION. ΧΙ 
Auct op imp. However this is ἃ small matter. There is practically no 
opportunity in these few verses for much variation. What I object to is 
the generalisation as to the conformity of B to the Oxyrynchus fragment 
from these very few verses. As a matter of fact the agreement is 
overrated and quite spasmodic. Here is a collation of B and the 


fragment: 
CoLLATION OF B witTH Ozyr’. 
AGREEMENT. DISAGREEMENT. 
Matthew. ἜΝ Σ 
ne il ΟΣ ΥΥ Β ΎΙΟΥ 
ον ΔΑΝΙΆ B AAYEIA 
3 ZAPE | 
4 | 4, AMMINAAAB bis B AMEINAAAB bis 
5 BOEC (but so also & copt k) 
IWBHA ( «> ee ROA cephah)o| 
6 --ὐ βασιλες ( ,, ,, NIal.etlatt’) | ,, ΔΑΥΙΔ dis B AAYEIA bis 
COAOMWNA(_,, __,,_ most mss) | 
| wi hic O¥PEIOYs* By THC hoy 
| OYPEIOY 
7 | ,, ABLEI]A prim B ABIA 
»  ABEIA sec B ABIA 
7/8 ACA® ee 4 NCD al.) 
8/9 OZEIAN- OZEIAC (but papyrus is faint 
and pr loco looks like OZIAN) 
9°-12" missing | ΕΣ ~ 
12 |, 4, EPELNHCEN] prim B PENNA prim t 
ΓΕ called B TON ΟΕΛΑΘΙΗΛ 
»  dlleg B ΟΕΛΑΘΙΗΛ AE 
| ΓΕΝΝΆ ἢ 
18 | 18714 Oxyr. illeg but: δ ABIOYT (cf lat) 
14 . 
15 _ Oxyr. MAQG@AN bis B MA®®@AN sic bis 
16 ,, IWCH® B TON IWCH® 
17 » «ΓΕΝΕΑ͂Ι Β ΑΙ ΓΕΝΕΑΙ 
» ΔΑΥΙΔ prim B ΔΑΥΕΙΔ prim 
» ΔΑΥΙΔ sec B AAYEIA sec 
» IWAter B A€KATECCAPEC 
ter 
18 ΓΕΝΕΟΙΟ (but so also NCPSZa) ΝΥ ΒΚ WW 
-- γαρ (ees, 3» NC*Z etc) 
19 » AEITMA[TIEICAIt B AEIFMATICAI 
20 » ΔΑΥΙΔ ΔΑΥΕΙΔ 


Now this more complete tabulation is rather interesting. 
proves Burkitt’s case as against Burgon then ‘figures lie.” 


t Cf Protev’« ad Luci. 31. 


1 Burkitt claims this as against παραδειγματισαι 
but it is not absolutely clear whether the papyrus 


had παρα. 


room for παρα at the end of the line. 


G. and H. merely say ‘‘ there is barely 


” 


If it 
I do not 


wish to draw any conclusions against B from the comparison, but as to 
the few agreements supporting the views of any particular school of 
criticism the matter is simply absurd. Far more important than ΒΟΕΟ 
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IWBHA or —o βασίλευς is the Oxyr opposition to B’s γεννᾷ in ver 12. 
And to dogmatise about a matter of 17 verses is unworthy of serious 
consideration when the real weighty matters are outside of the range of 
comparison. This ‘ voice from the dead”’ no more supports Hort than 
Burgon. The questions at issue do not turn on spelling (and here even 
the deductions drawn are wrong) but on what is the ‘‘true” text: 
whether Lucian’s revision (if it equate ‘ Antioch”) or Hesychius’ 
revision (if it equate ‘‘ Egypt”’) is the right text. To close the matter, as 
Turner suggests, is to sit down and be content with NBLTWY as repre- 
senting merely an ‘‘ Egyptian” agreement inter se. But, as I have said, 
what are we to do when they differ? We are certainly not going to 
waver simply between N and B. That would be a reductio ad absurdum. 
I write this feeling most earnestly that we have much to learn from the 
junior documents, and Turner is so capable a man that I dislike to read his 
dictum ‘‘and that issue will never have to be tried again ’—that is to say 
the issue between the later and the earlier (= NB) mss. It is not so. 
The issue is not decided as to whether the ‘“‘ revision at Antioch”’ or the 
‘revision in Egypt” represents the best text. In each case it is to be 
presumed that the revisers thought they were perpetuating the ‘‘ best”’ 
text, but whether the “true” text (as the self-appointed arbiters t 
of the text of the N.T. since Hort are prone to write) remains a question 
still absolutely swb judice. 

Before leaving Turner’s article a most important matter must be 
referred to. He writes (pp. 204) : ‘‘ The first stages, then, of the history 
of the Syriac New Testament are represented for us by a Gospel Harmony 
constructed out of a Roman Greek Ms of the Gospels in the third quarter 
of the second century...” 

Observe, a Roman-Greek ms, but by this he does not mean a graeco- 
latin (for on p. 184 he accepts the common view of the Latin: ‘ the first 
stratum of the old Latin version in the African mss ἢ and e’’), but he 
means only a Greek ms of Roman provenance. So much then is 
definitely accepted today, 1.6. that Tatian’s harmony was based on a Greek 
ms used by him im Rome and no doubt carried away with him circa 
A.D. 175. Hence, then, the matters which we find in agreement between 
Tatian and certain ‘‘ Western ᾿᾿ authorities. Good, so far as it goes, but 
it does not go far enough. In the first place, we find in Tatian many 
cases where his text agrees with the Latin, not the ‘‘ Western” Greek, 
but only with the Latin. How does this occur if the Latin was non- 


ἡ In the general scheme of textual criticism the examples given by Hort to sustain 
his theory of families are painfully inadequate. ‘‘Syrian”’ or later readings are found 
abounding in certain documents like Paris’ side by side with what are probably judice 
Hort “ pre-Syrian,”’ yet the text does not carry signs of a revision which made an 
eclectic text. This document when carefully read bears evidence of being a whole 
before a.p. 400, and the “Syrian” part of this text cannot be separated from a 
“ pre-Syrian.” 


INTRODUCTION. ΧΙ 


existent in Tatian’s day in Rome? The answer has been given that it is 
the Diatessaron which has so largely influenced the Latin. I deny this 
in a large measure and look on the contrary for the origin of this 
sympathy to a Latin-Greek bilingwal at Rome before a.p. 175 and not 
only to a ‘‘ Roman-Greek ms.”’ 

If I am correct, this destroys the theory, accepted by Turner 
purely on historical grounds (but how silent is history as to most of the 
matters involved!), that the separate Gospels in Syriac followed and 
did not precede the Harmony. Because at the outset it seems to be a 
fact that the Latin did not influence the Syriac, but the Syriac the 
Latin. There is a priority of action of Syriac on Latin as against Latin 
on Syriac. 

Therefore if there was a Graeco-Latin in Rome in 175 A.D., there 
must have been a Syriac still earlier. 

Next, if to the Diatessaron we are to attribute reflex action on Latin 
documents, how are we to account for the cases where the whole mass 
of Latin documents (widely separated geographically as to their recopy- 
ing and revision) together oprosE the Syriacs? 

I have stated before and repeat here that there is every evidence 
remaining in certain Greek and Latin documents, taken in conjunction 
with the varying elements in the existing ss of syr vet, syr pesh, syr hier 
and the diatess arab (not to speak of pers, which combines elements of all 
the Syriacs but principally of syr vet), to show that a lost or hidden Syriac 
precedes them ; and that this lost Syriac influenced both Latin and Greek 
documents, when running concurrently in the early part of the second 
century, and before Tatian’s Diatessaron was planned. I wish to see 
this disproved if possible, not by the historical method, but by a reply 
based on documentary evidence, before surrendering the position to which 
my study of the documents has led me. 

The diatessaron alone cannot be responsible for the spasmodic agree- 
ment between Latin and Syriac documents, because the various Latin 
documents often as a whole oppose the Syriac documents as a whole. 
Attention is directed to this in many passages coming under discussion in 
the following pages, and Dr. Vogels is requested to observe this carefully. 
Note Dr, Meinertz’ review of Vogels in Theologische Revue 1918, No. 18, 
p. 538 col. 1, as to Luke xxiv. 12,36, 40: ‘‘ Solche Beobachtungen weisen 
auf Schwierigkeiten hin, die noch der Lésung harren.”’ 


CONTENTS, 


PART I. 


Preface 
Introduction 
CHAPTER 
I. Hort’s critical principles 
II. Bin St. Matthew’s Gospel : 
Hiditing—Séleciseng Si atin le ie iy ta eee tig 
Syriac traces—Form—Synonyms — Grammatical changes 
(32-44) — Harmonistic — General improvement (48-68)— 
Conflict with Origen. 
11. Bin St. Mark’s Gospel 
Oni ae τὸν: ae 
Latin and Coptic—Syriac—Form—Synonyms— Homoioteleu- 
tou—Grammatical changes (91—104)—Harmonistic—General 
improvement (107-114)—Diction of Mark—Improvement 
and Change without improvemert—Opposition to the harder 
reading—Conflict with Origen. 
IV. Concerning the Latin Version of St. Mark ; 
General—As to D® ὦ and d—As to )—Testimony = die 
Catacombs—As to c—The Irish texts—Base of St. Mark— 
Mark vi. 36—Retranslation in W—In others. 
VY. Two or more Greek recensions of St. Mark 
Selected examples of varieties of readings and moms 
throughout the Gospel. 
Vi: Concerning the Latin base of St. Mark. : 
Further remarks as to the unity of ὦ and the Tala as a 
whole—As to difficulties at i. 41, iv. 6, iv. 15, vi. 31, xiv. 72, 
ii. 7, ii. 12—As to the Greek Peas fh 
VII. Concerning the Greek of D and the testimony of the Fathers in 
St. Mark’s Gospel ; : : : : 
Concluding remarks — The methods of 1[)8: — Patristic 
testimony—Clement of Alexandria (x. 22 seq.)—Tertullian 
(xiv. 13)—Justin (vii. 31). 
Map of Courses of Transmission of St. Mark’s Gospel 
VIII. B in St. Luke’s Gospel 
Editing—The longer text in leg Meta τ 
—(N.T. use of ἕως 221/5)—Coptic—Latin and Coptic—Syriac 
traces—Syr-Lat against Coptic—Syr-Lat and Coptic—Syr- 
Copt against Latin—Synonyms—Form—Grammatical changes 
(242-263) — Genitive before the noun—Harmonistic — 
“Neutral” ‘“ Pre-Syrian” ‘‘ Pre-Alexandrian ” 
General improvement, οἷο. (272-297)—Conflict with Origen. 


PAGES 
1-ῦῇ 
Vii-xili 


i733 
14-71 


72-125 


126-139 


140-171 


172-194 


207 
208-298 


CHAPTER 


CONTENTS. 


IX. B in St. John’s Gospel 


X. 


Editing — Solecisms — Latin ues -- Coptic — The 
corrector “of B—Coptic and Latin—Syriac traces—On exewos 
in St. John—Form—Synonyms—Homoioteleuton and homoio- 
arcton—Compound and simple verbs, on epxopar and διερχομαι 
(344-847)—Grammatical changes (348-363)—Order—Con- 
cerning ix. 21 and the Diatess.—Hopelessness of considering 
B_ neutral—Harmonistic—Conflation— General improvement 
(374-396)—Change without improvement—Indeterminate— 
Conflict with Origen. 


Epilogue . 


Luke xxii. 43/44. Medical language of St. Luke—<As to 
yevopevos and eyevero—xxili. 34 new evidence for and against— 
As to Cicumenius—Hesychius and Origen—Dean Burgon’s 
position—Codex B outside the Gospels (416-419)—Patristic 
testimony—Finesse of B—“ Higher” and “ Lower ” criticism 
—Further test of ‘ Neutral” text applied to second-century 
witnesses, Aristides, Theodotus, Athenagoras, Theophilus, 
Naasseni, Hippolytus, Marcion, efe.—Eustathius and Antioch 
—On changing symbols of codices—Singular cursive testimony 
(435-454)—Von Soden’s N.T.—The Kowy (456-460)—As to 
Merx, Ramsay and Soden—Burkitt, Merx and Vogels—The 
verdict—Hortian heresy—Other pseudo-scientific heresies, 
Robinson Smith, Dean Inge on St. Paul, e¢e.—Conclusion. 


Postscript (on περι and u7ep) 


General Index 


PART II.—VOL. II. 


VARIATIONS BETWEEN δὲ AND B. 


St. Matthew 
St. Mark 
St. Luke 
St. John ἡ 


Postscript (‘ Gleanings ””) 


Index of Scriptural Quotations, covering vol. I. and vol. II. ; 


XV 


PAGES 


299-405 


406-187 


488 


489-497 


1-57 
ὅ8-112 
1138-195 
196-341 


343-582 


383-412 


Views of Dr. Satmon, ‘Some Thoughts on the Textual Criticism of the 
New Testament,’ London, 1897. 


“Yet, great as has been my veneration for Hort and my admiration of the 
good work that he has done, I have never been able to feel that his work was 
final, and I have disliked the servility with which his history of the text has 
been accepted, and even his nomenclature adopted, as if now the last word had 
been said on the subject of New Testament criticism ....” (p. 33). 

‘That which gained Hort so many adherents had some adverse influence 
with myself—I mean his extreme cleverness as an advocate; for I have felt as 
if there were no reading so improbable that he could not give good reasons for 
thinking it to be the only genuine... .” (p. 33/4). 

“On this account I am not deterred by the general adoption of W-H’s 
decisions from expressing my opinion that their work has too readily been 
accepted as final, and that students have been too willing to accept as their motto 
‘Rest and be thankful.’ There is no such enemy to progress as the belief that 
perfection has been already attained.” (p. 38). 

“Tn Hort’s exposition the student is not taken with him along the path 
that he himself had followed; he must start with the acceptance of the final 
result. Consequently one of the first things at which I took umbrage in W-H’s 
exposition was the question-begging nomenclature.” (p. 43). 

“T strongly feel that Hort would have done better if he had left the old 
nomenclature undisturbed, and distinguished his neutral text from that which he 
calls ‘Alexandrian’ by the names ‘early Alexandrian’ and ‘later Alexandrian.’ 
Names will not alter facts, though they may enable us to shut our eyes to them... .” 
(p. 52). 

‘Naturally Hort regarded those Mss as most trustworthy which give the 
readings recognized by Origen; and these no doubt were the readings which in 
the third century were most preferred at Alexandria. Thus Hort’s method 
inevitably led to the exclusive adoption of the Alexandrian text.” (p. 53). 

“To sum up in conclusion, I have but to express my belief that what 
Westcott and Hort have restored is the text which had the highest authority in 
Alexandria in the third century, and may have reached that city in the preceding 
one. It would need but to strike out the double brackets from the so-called 
non-Western interpolations, and to remove altogether the few passages which 
W-H reluctantly admitted into their pages with marks of doubt, when we 
should have a pure Alexandrian text. Their success is due to the fact that 
W-H investigated the subject as a merely literary problem; and the careful 
preservation at Alexandria of a text which had reached that city. was but a 
literary problem.” (p. 155). 

‘That W-H should employ the Alexandrian ‘use’ as their chief guide to 
the recovery of the original text may be quite right; but that they should refuse 
a place on their page to anything that has not that authority is an extreme which 
makes me glad that the Revised New Testament, which so closely follows their 
authority, has not superseded the Authorized version in our Churches. For, if 
it had, the result might be that things would be accounted unfit to be read in 
the churches of the nineteenth century which were read at Rome in the second 
century, during the lifetime of men who had seen members of the apostolic 
company who had visited their city.” (pp. 157/8). 


ΕΑ ΤΥ. 


“Hort (Ρ. 171) makes the suggestive remark that documents which have most 
Alexandrian have also most ‘neutral’ readings. It is a little surprising that he did 
not draw the obvious inference that this is because the documents which contain the 
neutral readings are Alexandrian.’’—Salmon, op. cit. p. 52, note. 

“However there is nothing that Hort fights more against than the idea that his 
neutral text can properly be called ‘Alexandrian,’ He eagerly catches at the notion 
that B, its principal representative, was written, not at Alexandria, but probably at 
Rome. The reasons for regarding the text of B as Alexandrian remain the same no 
matter where this particular MS chanced to be copied.”-—Salmon, op. cit. p. 60. 


CHAPTER: I. 
CopEX B. 


Hort’s CRITICAL PRINCIPLES. 


Dr. Hort sought for a ‘ neutral” text, uninfluenced by ‘‘ Western,” 
““ Alexandrian,” and “‘ Syrian” readings, and claimed to have found it 
in B alone. This view has been accepted in England, and nearly as 
much in Germany, although the late Adalbert Merx did his best to 
discredit B as a foundation text, and to put the matter in the right light 
to his countrymen. Great has been our loss by the death of Blass and 
Merx, and more recently still by that of Nestle. 

It seems time to call attention to the lack of basis for Hort’s 
theory, because scholars and writers still speak of a “‘neutral text” 
(by which B or readings supported by B is practically always implied), 
whereas the present writer knows of no such text. 

There is ample ground for the opposite view that B had already 
been influenced by the Syriac and the Latin version, besides the 
peculiarities visible in the B text, many of which are grammatical and 
some seemingly due to Egyptian surroundings. 

Hitherto we have not known fully the history of textual criticism 
in Greek Egypt, but every important document, including the new W, 
which has affinity for the B group, ties the matter more and more down 
to Egyptian soil, and this simplifies the problem. When W and the 
cursives of the family oppose B we must weigh these places carefully. 

Leaving aside the claims made in the Introduction of W-H, the 
principles upon which the text was founded as it left Hort’s bands are 
fixed for ever, and graven in stereotype for us; and those principles are 
reduced to one rule, viz., to follow B whenever that ms has any support, 
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be it only the adhesion of one other Ms. This is seen (in one Gospel 
for example) in conjunctions of BL solz at Luke xi. 12, of BT soli at 
Luke xiii. 27,7 of NB sola at Luke xvii. 12, xix. 48, of BA soli at 
Luke xxi. 24, of BK soli at Luke xiv. 1 (square brackets) and of B fam 
13 soli at Luke vi. 42.t 

Further, readings of B absolutely alone are dignified by textual 
notice. Matt. vil. 18 eveyxewy..movev is read absolutely alone by B (see 
note on this elsewhere), and in Luke i. 33 του ἀαμιναδαββ,, omitted only 
by B, finds no place in Hort’s text; observe also Luke v. 2 πλοία δυο 
order of B alone among Greeks; v. 3 ex του πλοίου εδιδασκεν B alone ; 
the omissions by B only of av’ Luke xu. 58, of ἐν Luke x. 31, of προς 
avtov Luke ix. 62 are enclosed in square brackets; or they are given a 
place in the margin (as if ‘“‘many ancient authorities read thus’’) as 
otavpwoat Luke xxiii. 23, Oponfevres Luke xxiv. 37. Observe also the 
extraordinary evs To ev τρυβλιον Mark xiv. 20 by B alone, forced into 
Hort’s text in square brackets because C* ?? possibly read thus. 

In the light of this, had B left out in John xiv. 6 καὶ ἡ αληθεια 
in the threefold claim ‘‘ I am the way and the truth and the life,” which 
Evan 157 does, it is practically certain that Hort’s text would have done 
so also. Had B added évtpertixn in Luke xviii. 3 as an attribute of the 
importunate widow, as does Evan 28, we should surely have found 
it in Hort’s text.§ Had B omitted ev αὐτὴ τὴ wpa in Luke xii. 12 
with 33 and Origen we should have been favoured with this omission. 
Had B omitted την before πίστιν in Luke xviii. 8 with D 240 244 we 
should have been asked so to read. Soden adds two fresh cursives for 
omission. 

Had B added o τησους after ta θαυμασία a εποιησεν in Matt. xxi. 15, 
as does Evan 28 with Origen and syr hier and it? abcef fix gh 7. 
μ dim gat Wurz vg?®88) we should certainly have found it in Hort’s 
text [ὦ σι 1 q vg?! do not add, but e does. Tisch. errs in the N.T. as to 
this witness]. Soden adds 630 and ¢ 1091 for this. Observe Origen 
and 7, alone omit ev Tw vepw in this verse. 

Had W-H known that Sod°*® 604 supported B at Luke viii. 25 for 
the omission of καὶ υὑπακουουσιν avtw we should doubtless have lost the 


~ Such mss can easily be shown to be but one in stem. For instance B*R 
together alone at Luke v. 80 eyyoyv¢ay for eyyoyvgov, and again vi. 23 ev rows ουρανοις 
for ev tw ovpayw. For some reason W-H do not like this combination. KR is the 
famous v‘" century ms from the Nitrian desert. In the second case the BR combination 
is supported by fam 18 and ten other minuscules and by ὁ f goth Cypr. 

¢{ Many are the places where NBL are followed alone, and this also represents but 
one single tradition. 

§ This is a reductio ad absurdum of the critical principles which people do not 
seem to grasp or follow. This would have resulted in perpetuating blunders of two 
Mss contra mundum. Many others, probably as grievous, are to be found in the text. 


It is thereby rendered unfit for serious study as a whole, and must be banished from 
our class rooms. 
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clause, especially as aeth favours this omission also, and W-H must have 
sought at that time in vain for another Greek witness. The same applies 
to Luke vi. 26 —o« πατερες avtwv B 604 (+ sah syr sin), neglected by 
W-H, yet vi. 81 —xa vues B then alone (omitted in W-H txt) has 
support of 604 and Paris’. There is absolutely no science in intro- 
ducing θροηθεντες into the margin of Luke xxiv. 37 on the authority 
of B alone and in neglecting to record in the margin at vill. 25 that B 
omits καὶ ὑπακουουσιν avtw, especially as aeth shows it is not an 
accident. For observe that at Luke iii. 8 on the sole authority of B and 
Origen they introduce the order ἀξίους xaprrovs into their margin. While 
at x. 1 —avtovs Β e Eus (now supported by 604 and Paris” and Sod: ἢ) 
is not omitted by W-H. Atvii.47 +xaz ante ody. ayaa B*! [ποσὶ Hort] 
is added by 892 Paris®’. 

I do not want to multiply ad nauseam instances of arbitrary 
judgement. These remarks should suffice as to definite examples of 
the unscientific use of the margin as well as of the text whether 
bracketed or not. For it is to be observed that at Luke ix. 62 W-H 
bracket πρὸς avtov in the text on the sole authority of B; as a matter 
of fact however 604 omits also (and sah 1/3) which they did not know. 
The whole treatment of such things is entirely unequal. I wish to 
point out that their intuition in such matters was quite wrong, because 
a little further in Luke x. 1 they leave αὐτοὺς alone and do not brand 
or bracket it although B omits. Yet here B had support from e Hus*™ 
and now we find that both 604 and Paris®’ also omit. Had Hort known 
this he would of course have banished it. It is useless for Souter to 
get up and defend Hort on any specious plea which I may offer him 
by stating the matter thus. Souter’s own text condemns Hort’s method 
while he still clings with a curious loyalty to the man.t 

Further as to Origen, observe Luke xviii. 31 τελειωθησεται (for τελεσ- 
θησεται), which is found in Paris®’ 60 ys* zs and some other important 
cursives, is Origen’s reading, yet not found in NB. 

Or as at Luke xxii. 4 where Orig reads ows (and Eus wa), with the 
13 family only, for το πως of NB and all the rest [except D d arm πως; 
d follows D with quomodo against quemadmodum of the rest]. 

Or as at Matt. xv. 22 where 1 [non fam] and Origen read δείνως for 
κακως, but not NB or any others known (although there may be other 
cursives) ; devvws occurs at Matt. viii. 6 and Luke xi. 53. 

Or at Matt. xvi. 25 fin for evpnoes avtnv where Orig Iren and fam 1 33 
read ovTws σωσει αυτην. 

Or as at Luke xxii. 22 where Origen (recollecting eypawev περι αὐτου 
of Matt Marc) adds avtw after τω ὠρίσμενον with sah syr hier, syr cu [non 
sin| aeth περι αὐτου. Had B done this we should have been told it was 


Τ Dr. Souter has informed me since this was written that he had nothing to do with the 
text itself of the Oxford edition of 1910 and that he favors the Hort text practically entire. 
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Lucan. It is clearly an addition, as sak Mss are divided among them- 
selves, four for avtw, and one for περὶ αὐτου; while syr sin by its silence 
accuses cw of harmonizing. 

Origen says we must pay attention to the letter of Scripture down to 
_ the very presence or absence of an article in the Greek. Yet observe 
what he does at Luke xxu. 10/Mark xiv.13. For at Luke xxi. 10 he 
uses St. Mark’s aravtnoes with D min® (against ὑπαντησει CLX, and 
συναντησει NB unc! rell), while at Mark xiv. 13 he incorporates into the 
narrative εἰσελθοντων vuwy εἰς την πολιν from Luke xxu. 10 with only 
fam 13 28 91-299 2Pe. 

Again, at Matt. xx. 13 he is to be observed very carelessly on both 
sides of the question. Once 5.105 with LZ 33 sah boh syr sin aeth Nyss 
writing οὐχὶ Snvapiov συνεφωνησα σου, ἃπα again *", again Me int 3.907 gy, 
δηναριου συνεφωνησας μοι with NB and all the rest, and latt syr rell arm 
Auct? imp et de voc gent) This place should be very carefully considered. 
Was the archetype of LZ 33 then on Origen’s desk and annotated 
by him to conform to a turn of the versions ? 

We have another illustration of Origen’s rank carelessness in St. 
Mark’s Gospel. In one place, *”” concerning Mark xi. 1, he says pre- 
cisely : “‘ kau 0 wapKos δὲ κατα τον τόπον οὑτως ἀνεγραψε" Kat OTE ἐγγίζουσιν 
εἰς ἱεροσολυμα Kat εἰς βηθανιαν pos...” and again *74 * dwyev de περι 
της βηθφαγὴ μεν Kata ματθαιον, βηθανιας δε κατα μαρκον, βηθφαγὴ de 
και βηθανιας κατα Tov λουκαν.᾽ 

Nothing could be plainer as to the Marcan reading of εἰς ΪἹεροσολυμα 
καὶ εἰς βηθανιαν without εἰς βηθφαγη, and yet when in another place 
Origen comes to write out Mark xi. 1-12 he has there εἰς ἑεροσολυμα εἰς 
BnOdayn Kat βηθανιαν. 

We note in these two places—these two codices as it were—of Origen 
that they vary in the spelling of ev@uvs and evfews (xi. 8) and deubtless 
he was using different copies, without realizing it, when he penned the 
two passages. or instance in the one place (ver. 2) he leaves out ουπω, 
in the other it is present; again ver. 3 he leaves out in one place παλιν, in 
the other it is present. 

Again ver.3 one place tu ποίειτε τουτο; in the other τὸ λυετε Tov πῶλον 
with D. 

Ver. 4 one place και amndOov in the other καὶ atreNOovtes 

᾿ ν΄ θυραν ε Ἢ τὴν θυραν 
- 5, τον TwAov diserte ,, two others πωλον. 

Further than that Origen does a thing at Matt xviii. 27 which throws 
a lurid light on the proceedings of the entire coterie, whose joint 
testimony we are asked to accept and whose mutual support is considered 
to bolster up the individual witness of a very small clan. This place 
both dates several witnesses and affords much help. 

I refer to this substitution: For καὶ tro Saverov αφηκεν αὐτω, Origen 
with 1 only and ffi sah boh (ex xviii. 32) says πάσαν τὴν οφειλῆην. 
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Origen’s quotation, as given in Tischendorf, is 0 δὲ σπλαγχνισθεὶς eT avTH 
κυρίος οὐκ ... adnKev αὐτον μονον a\Na... πᾶσαν τὴν οφείλην avTw. While 
this does not convict Origen absolutely of appropriating the wording of 
verse 32, and inserting it in verse 27, it comes so near to it that 1 and 
sah boh must have thought it a good idea to make the transfer. In other 
words they were following Origen, as Vulgate mss followed Jerome’s 
other writings. (Soden adds his family ¢*.) 

The principal point is this (for NB do not agree to make the 
substitution): For many verses previously the testimony of Evan 1 
(without 118-209) has been bolstering up B. I use this expression 
advisedly, for on the testimony in Matt xvi. 25 of B 156 58 124 Orig 1/2 
Hort has inserted in his text eyes WITHOUT THE SLIGHTEST MARGINAL 
ALTERNATIVE. Evan 1 is contradicted by 118-209, 124 is contradicted by 
the rest of its family ; 56 and 58 are of no account whatever [Dobbin is 
silent as to 61], for they are most notorious polyglot abusers of the truth, 
and Origen contradicts himself. They have been used here simply to 
bolster up B in his use of the historic present [see elsewhere under this 
head ]. 

Again, upon the testimony of B 1 124 (again against their families) 
and sah 4/7 we are asked in Matt xviii. 27 to suppress execvov [by Hort in 
square brackets |. 

Now such mss do not really support B as a neutral text at all, for 
we find that 1 and sah and Origen are all in the same circle playing 
tricks on us; as at xvili. 27 in this very same verse where they ask us to 
read πασαν την οφείλην for To davecor. 

This dates the vagaries and other like ones observable in 1 Orig 
and copt, and makes us demur to use them as supporters of B as a 
neutral text. On the contrary B is supporting them for an Egyptian 
and private post-Origenian recension. I will illustrate further :— 

Matt. xvi. 8. Hort prints αὐτὸν Ιησουν μονον. This is read by B and 
by B only. δὲ supports with Ijcovy avrov μονον, both readings 
being obtained via the Coptic by δὲ and B. Hort did not 
know this, for the Coptic or Syriac has never been alleged 
in the critical apparatus as containing this avrov, nor does 
Horner connect the readings of NB with Coptic in his sah 
apparatus. Butitseems perfectly clear to me where NB got the 
avrov. Hort’s margin has τὸν in place of avrov. [Sod = B.] 

14, ἐλθοντων (—avtwv) NBZ 1124 245 sah is the only support. 
Hort’s text gives no alternative, and we are to swallow the 
reading of this vicious little circle (whose joint eclecticism is 
now in process of demonstration) against Origen because it 
is a “shorter” text. Hort counts seven witnesses I suppose, 
but it is merely one. 

xvill. 1. Hort’s margin is dignified by the addition of δὲ here, to read 
ev exelvn δε TH wpa With BM ὁ sah3® boh°™, These are the 
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Matt. 
only witnesses (καὶ syr cu). Boh™ e is very suggestive, 


against the shorter text for Grm™ Lato™ Sy7r4 Orig. 

xvili. 11. Another similar little coterie (observe the members are never 
homogeneous) ask us to omit this verse altogether. It is 
composed of NBL* 1 (against family) 13 (against family) 33 
892* ὁ ff sah boh" syr sin lier and Orig, and Hort promptly 
accepts their verdict with much gusto, referring in his margin 
to the Appendix, where three half-column lines are devoted to 
explain that it is ‘Interpolated either from Luke xix. 10 (a 
different context) or from an independent source written or ~ 
oral.”’ Where were NL above if right here? Why was Orig 
on the other side above? I mean merely that the whole 
editorial process is intuitive and has no scientific foundation 
whatever. 

16. Hort’s margin receives the order παράλαβε ets eva ἡ δυο μετὰ 
cov of B ff, and boh (these only). Where is the science ? 
B is evidently the controlling factor. But B got this from 
looking att an Egyptian copy of the Scriptures with this 
order (cf. also sah). 

To go back a little xvi. 21 iC XC stands in Hort’s text without the 
alternative 0 ic. I beg to say that only N*B* read thus (both corrected) 
and that their only support is sah7/* boom practer duo. “Whereas N@ 892 
Orig and Iven omit altogether. 

If right here then in the name of all that is consistent why does 
Hort reject the -Ἐ τοτε in xiv. 3 of B and fam 13 with sah most decidedly : 
“ev τούτω τω καιρω ὃ Even k suggests it with ‘“‘cum detinuisset ” 
against ‘“‘Herodes enim tenuit’’ but Hort prints xpatnoas.t For at 
vill. 18 Hort does not scruple to accept B and sah alone for his text 
of oyAoy against oyAovs etc. And at ii. 21 he reads εἰσηλθεν (for 
ἡλθεν) NBC alone, merely confirmed by sah boh aqKuwK Ep,pat, acpi 
eHoren. 

Now these conjunctions NB and NBC and NBD have been given 
too much weight when insufficiently supported otherwise. 

Observe xii. 17 wa (pro omws) NBCD 1 33 Orig Eus boh. If I 
oppose this I shall be told that I am a madman, and that this evidence is 
absolutely conclusive. I deny it. And I point to vii. 34 where wa 
(pro ows) is read by B alone and boh. [Soden adds nothing. | 

Hort does not follow B here in viii. 34, but why not? If wa is 
neutral in xii. 17, why not in viii. 34? Bohairic uses it in both places. 
Did Hort have a glimmer that B after all was copied from a Graeco- 
Coptic ms and that 9 ta caught B’s eye instead of o7ws? If so, where 
is the neutral text ? 

The same remark applies to ews and ews ov. In Matt. xvii. 30 


+ As Nin Matt. xiv. 1 etc. rerpaapyns more copt. 1 Soden’s text accepts +rore with ™. 
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NBCL write ews avoéw-for ews οὗ atrodw of the rest; but in ΧΥΠΙ. 34, 
only four verses beyond, B alone writes ews avodw. (See full list in 
Luke.) Possibly ov is dropped for fear of confusion with ov. 

After a thorough re-examination of the subject I re-affirm my 
belief that however good a base the MS B may have in places, it is 
absolutely to be disregarded as representing any such thing as a 
“neutral” text; that in many places ic is as far removed from 
“neutrality”? as night from day; that “ neutrality’? can alone be sought 
among the documents which are in agreement with the witnesses of 
pre-Origenian date. 

To rank B ‘neutral’ as a whole is to discredit testimony of 
Clement of Alexandria when supported by a host of witnesses; to 
discredit Tertullian and Epiphanius jointly when they reproduce 
faithfully the text of Marcion [as regards language, not as regards 
brevity], equally supported by a large array of authorities; to discredit 
much of the “‘ western”’ text even when it is undoubtedly the ‘‘ shortest,”’ 
in the face of two differing lines of addition, with or without conflation 
of these two lines; to discredit Origen himself when he opposes B 
but has good support otherwise; to discredit the old Syriac when 
opposing B in favour of δὲ or of D; and finally to shut the door on 
a possible neutral text reproduced in no Gk. mss extant but witnessed 
to strongly by pre-Origenian Fathers, backed by Latin, Syriac, or 
Coptic mss. (Cf Adalbert Merx, 11. Theil, 1. Halfte p. 20, etc.) 

I re-affrm my belief that a polyglot text influenced δα throughout.t ᾿ 
And I charge B with being the child of a Graeco-Latin recension, and by 
its scribe or by its parent of ΠΕΣ tremendously influenced by a Coptic 
recension or by a Graeco- sahidic = and 5 Graeco-bohairic ms. t 


I cannot allow that NB ctneesd the sahidic or bohairic versions: 
(except perhaps a few separate Mss of each or either of them); for the 
sympathy visible between N or B or both and the Coptic versions 
is a sympathetic bond which antedates the Mss & and B, and which 
contributes to place these versions (where they oppose NB) on an 
independent footing implying a Greek text of older date than that of NB, 
and when supported by other good witnesses to be followed. 

And I charge Westcott and Hort with having utterly failed to 
produce any semblance of a “neutral” text. I charge them with the 
offence of repeated additions to the narrative on most insufficient 
evidence. 

I charge the Oxford edition of 1910 with continual errors in accepting 
Westcott and Hort’s text for many verses together where the absence 


+ In the list of differences between δὲ and B in Part II will be found plenty of 
material to support this proposition. 


1 Proof to this effect may be seen throughout the following pages. 
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of footnotes shows that the editors consider their text as settled. I 
acknowledge and make confession freely that the Revisers have retraced 
steps in a number of places and ejected Hort’s readings sometimes even 
without the pro and con in a footnote, where Hort blindly followed a 
phantasma of evidence. But this text is still founded on too high a 
regard for B, and I pray for an entire reconsideration of the matter in the 
light of what follows. 

One word here as to the ‘‘ Western”’ text may not be out of place. 
Upon many occasions this ‘‘ Western”’ text is the one which furnishes 
the shortest text (against B). We have been taught that the ‘“‘ Western ”’ 
text is the one which has the most additions and accretions. This 
feature is quite distinct from the other, and whether the additions be all 
glosses or not, the other feature of omission has to be separately 
considered as to its bearing on the basic or fundamental text for purity 
or shortness, for the text of D is, as we know from Clement of Alex., one 
which was in Egypt very early, at a date before the “African” Latin 
‘was known, is confirmed often by W, and has come down to us less 
influenced by side influences than the other recensions. 

Take one instance. At Luke xix. 2 there are great varieties of 
reading, where D de and sah preserve the shortest text, giving us (as to 
Zaccheus) simply πλουσιος for καὶ πλουσιος of ἰ 8, Kat nv πλούσιος οὗ NL 
245 892 goth syr hier (and W-H marg), καὶ πλουσιὸς nv boh syr cu sin, Kat 
autos πλουσιος BKII big vg (W-H tat), καὶ αὑτὸς nv πλουσιος U al. latt, και 
ovtos nv πλουσιος A unc? al. f, ovros nv πλουσιος W 108 157, πλουσιος nv 
ante Kat ἀρχιτελωνὴς syr pesh, πλουσίιος (tantum) ante καὶ ἀαρχιτελωνὴης 
diatess arab, (VY and Evst 47 omit altogether). W-H adopt B’s reading 
in text and N’s in marg, and neglect D d e sah (diatess) altogether. Then 
why at Luke xxiv. 12, 36, 40, 51, 52 double-bracket the ‘‘ Western non- 
interpolations’’? Where is the science involved of the ‘‘ shorter’ text ὃ 
Dr. Salmon (‘Some Thoughts,’ etc. p. 98) says “1 am persuaded that 
critics will be forced to acknowledge that the Gospel as read in the 
τ century in the Church of Rome differed in a few particulars from that 
read at the same date at Alexandria. Critics may discuss which of these 
texts is authoritative, or whether both may be so; but I am sure that an 
arbitrarily created hybrid between the two is wrong; and this is the kind 
of text more than once exhibited by W-H in the closing verses of 
St. Luke.” 

The claim of W-H to have resurrected the texts of Origen certainly 
holds good except in certain places. But in doing so they far exceed 
Origen’s own claim. Origen’s citations are full of conflations, where he 
knew two recensions and incorporated both. If he was not able to judge 
which of these was original, why should he be a perfect judge of other 
double readings similarly situated but of which he chose one? Now 
W-H profess that they have not only restored the text of Origen but that 
they know that this is “ pre-Syrian’’ and “ pre-Alexandrian”’ and, as 
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represented by B, is ‘‘ neutral” and fundamentally correct as opposed to 
all others.t Their “selected readings,’ few and far between, can 
certainly not be considered proof of their contention, and we are prepared 
to challenge their assumption as to the supremacy of B. Meanwhile we 
would like to place on record again what Canon Cook had to say about 
the personality of Origen in connection with these matters, for that 
feature is of vital importance. The Church at large disagreed with 
Origen’s conclusions. W-H after nearly 1700 years merely wish to replace 
us textually in the heart of an Alexandrian text, which after a.D. 450 or 
thereabouts fell into discredit and disuse. For Dr. Salmon says (‘Some 
Thoughts,’ etc. pp. 106/7) : ‘‘ Giving to the common parent of B and δὲ as 
high antiquity as is claimed for it, still it will be distant by more than 
a century from the original autographs, and the attempts to recover 
the text of Mss which came to Alexandria in the second century may 
be but an elaborate locking of the stable door after the horse has been 
stolen.” 

Again the same authority (pp. 128,9): ‘‘When W-H refuse to 
give a local name to the readings they prefer, and designate them 
as neutral, that is to say, as free from corruptions of various kinds, 
they are disguising from themselves and from their readers that the 
question what text has the most early attestation cannot be decisively 
answered.” 

And again (pp. 131/132): “‘Thus the task of discrimination may be 
difficult ; but we must not conceive that we have solved a problem because 
for our convenience we have simplified it. The problem has not been 
completely solved until we have taken account of the evidence which has 
been temporarily neglected.’ 

And again (p. 157): “1 hold, on the contrary, that in critical science 
the rule nullwm tempus prevails; that it is never too late to reverse a 
wrong decision.” 

And now to hear what Canon Cook has to say about Origen :— 

“We go back one step further, a most critical and important step, for 
it brings us at once into contact with the greatest name, the highest 
genius, the most influential person of all Christian antiquity. We come 
to Origen. And it is not disputed that Origen bestowed special pains 
upon every department of Biblical criticism and exegesis. His 
‘Hexapla’ is a monument of stupendous industry and keen discern- 
ment: but his labours on the Old Testament were thwarted by his 
very imperfect knowledge of Hebrew, and by the tendency to mystic 
interpretations common in his own age, but in no other writer so fully 
developed or pushed to the same extremes. 

“In his criticism of the New Testament Origen had greater 


+ However Origen and B are not infrequently in conflict. Observe Hort on those 
occasions. See beyond at the end of my notes on each Gospel. 
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advantages, and he used them with greater success. Every available 
source of information he studied carefully. Manuscripts and versions were 
before him; both manuscripts and versions he examined, and brought out 
the results of his researches with unrivalled power. But no one who 
considers the peculiar character of his genius, his subtlety, his restless 
curlosity, his audacity in speculation, his love of innovation, will be 
disposed to deny the extreme risk of adopting any conclusion, any 
reading, which rests on his authority, unless it is supported by the 
independent testimony of earlier or contemporary Fathers and Versions. 
The points in which we are specially entitled to look for innovations 
are: (1) curious and ingenious readings, such, for instance, as those 
which we have noticed in St. Mark and St. Luke; (2) the removal 
of words, clauses, or entire sentences which a man of fastidious taste 
might regard as superfluities or repetitions’ [see my remarks on “pairs” 
and Origenistic ‘‘niceties’’|]; ‘‘ (3) a fearless and highly speculative mode 
of dealing with portions of the New Testament which might contain 
statements opposed to his prepossessions or present difficulties which 
even his ingenuity might be unable to solve. In weighing the evidence 
of his citations for or against any doubtful reading, while we should feel 
assured of his perfect honesty of purpose, we ought to be extremely 
cautious in adopting his conclusions. A text formed more or less © 
directly under his influence would of course command a certain amount 
of general adhesion; it would approve itself most especially to minds 
similarly gifted and similarly developed; when brought to bear upon 
the course of critical enquiry it would produce an enormous effect, 
especially if it came with the charm and interest of novelty; but not 
less certainly would it be challenged, and its verdict be refused, if it 
contravened principles of fundamental importance and affected the 
veracity of the sacred writers and the teaching of Holy Writ.’ (Canon 
Cook, ‘ Revised Version of the first three Gospels,’ pp. 155/6.) 

Hear also Bishop Marsh on the same subject (‘ Lect.’ xi. ed. 1838, 
p. 482): ‘“‘ Whenever therefore grammatical interpretation produced a 
sense which in Origen’s opinion was irrational or impossible, in other 
words irrational or impossible according to the philosophy which Origen 
had learnt (sic) at Alexandria, he then departed from the literal sense.” 

This sums up many other matters connected with Origen’s treat- 
ment of textual matters (to which the following pages bear witness), so 
that we do not necessarily recover Origen’s manuscripts when we are 
inclined to follow NB Orig, but very likely only Origen himself. (The 
Ms 83 seems to represent a copy annotated by Origen himself with 
suggested ‘“‘improvements.”’ They are sometimes together quite alone. 
The same applies to the Ms 127, and observe that 127 is related to a graeco- 
latin: Matt. xxii. 9 προς (pro εἰς) 127 sol = latt aD exitus viarum.) 

To begin at the very beginning, when Hort says: 

“ But we have not been able to recognise as Alexandrian any 
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readings of B in any book of the New Testament which wt 

contains” (vol. 1. p. 150) 
had he never noticed the frequent preference given by B (and δ) to 
eavtov and eavtwy over avtovand avtwy? In order to keep small detail 
out of my apparatus I began stupidly enough by not chronicling these 
things in δὲ and B, but some examples will be found. Now turn to 
Clement of Alexandria and see his preference for the same course: (on 
Matt. xx. 28, Mark x. 45) και dovvae τὴν ψυχὴν την εαυτου. 

Then turn to Athanasius : 

1 Pet. iv. 19 (where B alone omits αὐτῶν after ψυχας) Ath says tas 
εαὐτῶν ψυχας in the coptic manner. 

Observe further : 

(1) Jo.x.81. ““εβαστασαν sine copula cum NBL 33” says Tischendorf. 
Follow the apparatus a little further and you find ATHANASIUS, 
Surely then this is an Alexandrian reading. Observe further 
that after two words more ATHANASIUS drops ov vovdavor with 
the new Egyptian ms W, and the Alexandrian picture is 
complete there. 

() Jo. xvii. 15 referred to by Burgon as to an omission by B and 
Ath is questionable. 

(2) Matt. xii. 81. αφεθησεται υμιν tors avOpwros B 1 sah and 
ATHANASIUS only. Aca 

(3) Matt. xxvi. 45. wdou-+yap BE and sah ATH"®. 

(4) Luke xi. 19. avtot ὑμων κρίται ecovtae BD 604 Paris” only of 
Greeks, a,c dt of Latins, with ATHANASIUS, choosing this 
order out of five or six differing orders by the other 
authorities. 

(5) 19.0.1. 18. -- ουδὲ ex θέληματος avdpos B* 17* Hus Clems¥4 and 
ATHANUSY ᾿ς, xxi, 

(6) Jo. v. 87. exewos (pro αὐτοὶ NBULW a (goth) and ATHANASIUS 
(Ὁ d εκεινος avtos). Om avtos 892 = syr cu pers georg. 

This exewos 15 so thoroughly Johannine in such a connection that 
it is difficult to judge whether it may be basic or only an 
endeavour by NBLW Ath to improve the passage to a 
conformity with Johannine diction. But the action of D is 
suspicious. See as to εκείνος beyond under “‘ Syriac’”’ heading 
in St. John’s Gospel at iv. 11. 

(7) Jo. vi. 42. πως νυν (pro πως ovv) BCTW bok?! goth syr hier 
only and ATHANASIUS™4 (teste Tisch). Add Sod®°. 

(8) Jo. x. 82 fin. Order >ewe λιθαζετε of NBLY 83 157 Paris®’ Sod? 
only of Greeks, but of 2?! vg, is the order of ATH. against 
DW and the rest and ὁ d f 1 ὃ sah boh syr goth Epiph Hul 


1 And this matter has some bearing upon our contention as to “pairs” of 
expressions, 
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Thdt. When NBL oppose sah boh and have Athanasius 
with them we may surely take it into account. 

(9) Jo. xii. 28. δοξασον μου το ovopa (pro δοξ. cov to ovoua) B™ 
cum Evan 5. But sol Χ and Aruanasius δοξασον cov τον 
viov (Cyr refers to both). 

(10) Jo. xv. 21. αλλα ταυτα παντα ποιησουσιν εἰς υμας BD*LN? 1 33 
Paris®’ Petr ©, all others ὑμᾶς or vw. 

(11) Jo. xix. 31. ἡ ἡμερα εκεινὴ του σαββατου (pro ἡ nmepa exetvou 
του σαββατου B*H min pauc Elz pers ¢ f g vgg and Cyril, 
all others exewvov. 

(12) 1 Peter i. 11. Of the prophets of old: ερευνωντες εἰς τινα ἡ ποίον 
Kalpov εδηλουτο εν autos πνευμα (-- Χριστου) προμαρτυρομενον 


Ta εἰς Χριστον παθηματα.... BM 

Von Soden now adds the testimony of ATHANASIUS to that of B for 
omission of Xpiorov. In the Benedictine edition of 1698 of Ath. the 
word is not omitted, but if Ath°", presumably examined by Soden, really 
omit, we are thoroughly justified in connecting this strange omission with 
Alexandria. 

But in another place Hort writes as follows : 

“The perpetuation of the purer text may in great measure be 
laid to the credit of the watchful scholars of Alexandria ; its 
best representatives among the versions are the Egyptian, 
and especially that of Lower Egypt; and the quotations 
which follow it are most abundant in Clement, Origen 
(Dionysius, Peter), Didymus and the younger Cyril, ALL 
ALEXANDRIANS.” Hort, vol. 1. p. 549. 

As to whether the Alexandrian School preserved the true text, or 
modified it by attempted improvement, is what we are to inquire into. 

Hort’s system involves dragging in readings of B whenever support 
can be found from another ms. Since Hort’s day his true system thus 
demands and compels the acceptance of further ‘‘ monstra’”’ exhibited by 
B owing to support forthcoming since from other Mss or versions (such 
as 604 892 Paris*’ syr sin). I make free to prophecy that other 
documents so far unknown will add to this list a further crop of 
vicious survivals which might give us eventually all of B’s misreadings. 
The system is thus demonstrated to be unscientific in the extreme, 
notwithstanding the praise so fulsomely lavished on it by a certain 
school. 

I propose to sketch the matter in St. Matthew. In St. Luke I 
will go into the matter a little more thoroughly in some respects. — 
And in 50. Mark I will add a section on the differing recensions visible 
in that Gospel. The treatise might run to undue length if all four 
Gospels were handled quite exhaustively. In St. John I have been 
obliged to go into great detail owing to the character of the Gospel and 
its pleonastic expressions leading to textual difficulties. 
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Paris” is not extant for control in St. Matthew in Schmidtke’s 
edition, and V only begins at Mark ix. 6, but 892 is valuable in Matthew. 

I do not overlook the fact that the side opposed to NB sometimes 
also tried its hand at improvement. See Matt. xv. 6 τὴν εντολην 
(ex Marco vii. 8) for tov λογον of BD and versions, but even here δὲ is not 
agreed with B and writes tov νομὸν with CT° fam 13 and Ptol. The 
support of Ptol puts tov νομὸν into the second century, and is not far 
removed from τὴν εντολην. 

Burkitt says: 

“The Antiochian Greek text seems never to have influenced 
Egypt—at least not before the x™ century. Freedom from 
specifically ‘Antiochian’ readings is a characteristic of all 
forms of the Egyptian N.T.”—Burkitt in ‘ Texts and Versions,’ 
Encyce. Bibl. 1903. 

But precisely because long ago Egypt had revised this Antiochian 
text. 
This revising process will now engage our attention for many 


pages. 


CHAPTER. 1h 
B in St. MatTtTHew’s GOSPEL. 
Example of editing by B. 


Matt. v.37. ‘‘ Let your word be yea yea, nay nay.”’ For eotw B alone 
with = min* Hus substitutes ecrav. Hort actually dignifies this 
with a place in his margin. Nowif B be right, δὲ and every 
other MS and Father are wrong and the copies in their hands 
most curiously mutilated. 

For Justin Martyr, Clement and Clem?™ several times, Tertullian, 
Cyprian and Iren. all witness to ἔστω, while John Damascene confirms it 
absolutely, for quoting the same saying from δέ. James vy. 12, where 
the rare form ἤτω obtairs (and is constant in all mss), he quotes it 
as ἔστω. 

(Clem*** as a matter of fact seems to be on both sides and both in 
Strom. This is not indicated by Tisch.) 


Examples of Solecisms or practical Solecisms of B. 


v. 11. evexa Bo 
vi. 18. > vnotevewv τοις ανθρωποις B (&) only 
21. -- καὶ B and one boh codex 
33. > τὴν δικαιοσυνὴην καὶ τὴν βασίλειαν avtov §=9B 
ibid. χρητε (pro χρηζετε) Β 9] 


xii. 20. No one seems to have emphasised ληνὸν by B (for λινον, flax). 
I do not think this is an itacism because ἢ and vg° check us. 
Anvos OL Aavos Means wool (‘smoking wool’’), but also in a 
sense wood (wooden winepress, trough, coffin, etc.), hence 
probably the lignum of k, which the very old Vulgate text of 
vg* confirms. B and ἃ draw together elsewhere, but I have 
not seen notice taken of it here. Lignwm is not necessarily 
therefore an error for Linwm. Indeed in an ancient 
Graeco-latin B may have seen lignum, since k has pre- 
served it. 

Sah boh imply a wick of flax, but aeth suggests the woody 
fibre of flax. 
32. ove αφεθησεταῖι (pro αφεθησεται primo loco) B*" 


~ 
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Matt. 
ibid. ov μὴ aden (pro ove αφεθησεται sec loco) ΒΒ 


38. -- και φαρισαιων B min’? against all others 
48 fin. — μου (post οἱ αδελφοι) ΒΝ vid cum Ev Ebion™rivh 
xiii. 4. και eXOovta ta πετεινὰ κατεφαγεν B fam 13 only vid (and 
not from a parallel) but cf. von Soden 
5. τῆς yns (pro yns) B*! (De novo B®! της yns Marc iv. 5) 
6. εκαυματωθὴ B (rell et δὲ exavpaticOn et D εκαυματισθησαν) 
17. -- και δικαίοι Be 
24. ehadnoev (pro wapeOnxev) B* vid et k | Negl. Soden| 
xiv. 2. -- δια Tovto Be | Habet Marc vi. 14] 
5. eres (pro ott) B**! cum 604; ἐπειδὴ ΣΝ (sah expresses this 
curiously) Cf. xxi. 46 which B was considering. 


19. κελευσατε (pro κελευσας) BPiSod = 
36. παρεκαλουν (-- αυτον) B 892 Orig 1/2 Chr 
xv. 11. epxyopevov (pro εἰσερχομενον) ioe 
15. avtw εἰπεν (pro εἰπεν avTw) B*' pers 
17. εἰσερχομενον (pro εἰσπορευομενον)ὺ ΒΒ Orig 1/2. Add Sod®” 
32. --ηδὴ B 106 301 J vg" (cf syr copt aeth) 
xvi. 4. αἰτεῖ (pro ζητει) Be (Cum pers™ arab™:. cf. syr 
ancipitem curam linguae) 
14, οι de (pro αλλοι δε) B™@ et Eus (Chr) 
17. -- οτι Be, Add Sod” teste Sod, sedcontraed. 


21. δεικνυναι (pro δεικνυειν) Bs! cum Origs™* 
22. rNeyet auTw επιτιίμωὼ = B (pro ηρξατο επιτιμαν avTw λεγων) 
and W-H marg 
Xvi. 25. απὸ τινος ( pro απὸ τινων) B 238 sol. Cyr 2/4. Add Soda 
Xvili. 9. cxavdarer (pro ocKavdadifer)  B*'. Correctors have not 
changed. It is accented cxavdanei. 
28. —exewvos B 245 pers sol (arm? contra codd) 
30. > avtovu οι συνδουλοι Be! et copt 
xix. 22. ypnuata (pro κτήματ B* (Chr) Is this “simple” and 
‘“‘inartificial”? Hort says “no,” for he rejects it from his text and margin. 

Cf Liddell and Scott swb χρῆμα: ‘The interchange of χρῆμα and 
κτῆμα is frequent, yet the same distinction holds as between χράομαι and 
κτάομαι, 80 that κτῆμα is strictly a possession, χρῆμα what one wants 
or uses.” 

In other words ‘‘money” to B or the scribe of B was more 
familiar (χρήματ᾽ ἀνήρ “money makes the man,’ Pindar) than landed 
possessions. ΒΤ δὲ was a city man, a town man, as is seen all through 
his attitude. 

St. Mark differentiates between κτήματα and χρηματα in x. 22/23 of 
the parallel.f 


1 See further remarks as to this in section on Patristic quotations and Clement 
of Alexandria. 
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St. Luke (= Mark x. 23) uses χρήματα, having in the previous verse 
said merely ἣν yap πλουσιος cgodpa. In Mark x. 22 it is D which sub- 
stitutes ypnuata for κτήματα. 

In this connection consider next (out of the regular order) : 


Matt. 


xxv. 27. 


xx, 18. 
95: 
oT. 


met, 19. 


ol. 


Ta apyupia μου (for το apyupioy μοῦ) N*BW 604 only; “my 
monies” for ‘‘my money” although referring only to the 
one talent as Tisch points out. All the other Greeks, 
sympathising cursives, Latins, boh and sah have the 
singular. One solitary sah ms No. 8, by the change of 
π to mn, gives the plural with NB. I think these two places 
looked at together are very instructive. 
— εἰς θανατον vel Pavatw B aeth 
κατακυριευσουσιν. B 124 al. perpauc (contra rell et verss) 
εἰναι υμων TPWTOS B alone among many variations, 
apparently the nearest to copt. 
ov μήκετι (for peri) BLM only, being a strengthened 
negative but against all the rest and Orig’*® Meth and even 
Peter of Alexandria. 
After varying the order of vy. 29/30 B with only a very few 
cursives and sah boh etc., remains alone at verse 31 with 
ὁ votepos, for Evan 4 has o devtepos, and D with the other 
few o ecyatos. Hort places o votepos in his text. 


ΧΧΙΙ. 89.£ ὁμοίως (pro ομοια) ΒΒ" vid \ The one change hangs on 


ibid. —avtn B™ vid the other. 

Xxlii. 27. ομοίαζετε (pro παρομοιαζετὶ B1 [non fam] 

97. —eauTys B 604 soli (libere Clem 1/3 Orig 2/6 Hus 4/5) 
xxiv. 1. εἰ (proamo) ΒΒ 4 Soden 15344 (syr) Cf Mare ΧΙ. οἵ 

23. πίστευετε B 262 Orig** (ef Mare xiii. 21) 

38. yamloKovTes B et Sod™ 
xxv. 6. eyeveto ( pro yeyover) B (ef xxiv. 21 eyevero BD 604) 

23. πίστος ns (pro ns πιστο)ὺ Bhr (Lren™) syr 

40. -- των αδελῴφων μου BS Κ΄... vg? arm? Clem 4/5 lib Ath 

42, -- οὐκ pr. (ante εδωκατε) B* οὐ vg™ sols 

42, +xaw (ante edupyoa) BL aeth syr pesh diatess (contra 

rell omn et copt) 

Xxvil. 4. --καὶ αποκτεινουσιν B mint rz vg" [non al. ] 

42. -- λεγων B gq; soli vid 

51. μετ avtov (pro peta inoov) Bs! cum Hil 

53. δυνομαι B 

61. οἰκοδομησαῖι (— avTor) B 1-209 [non 118] 69 [non fam] 


Orig 2/4. Sod (Origen gives three readings here.) 


τ Cf Hawkins’ ‘Hore Syn.’ p.4. Plural never used in the LXX, where the singular 
occurs over 350 times. Soden adds for the plural. 
1 Male Horner opoa. 
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Matt. 
Xxvill. 6. κορβαν B* (fg. ἢ 752 aur gat vg®, corbam adh γ) aeth 


13. oca (pro Toca) B*! (D roca) 
17. τον βαραββαν B 1 Sod" Orig soli vid [non οορέ] 
(21. tov BapaBBav NBL 1 33 122 892 (sah boh xe Rappakac 
cf syr) If improvised in ver 17, probably also here) 
24. κατεναντι (pro απεναντι) BD soli vid et W-H [non al. Sod] 
29. περιεθηκαν. B131? for eOnxav of KNWAII syr boh latt longe 
plur and εἐπεθηκαν S unc?! min?! d h vg? Eus (sah) 
This is a clear improvisation by B, and would equate such a thing 
as περιελείχον οἱ 157 at Luke xvi. 21, except that it comes from 
Mark xv. 17 “και περιτιθεασιν avtw πλεξαντες ακανθ. ated.” 
33. εἰς τὸν τόπον τὸν Β΄" (pro εἰς τοπον) cf. sah boh et Luc xxiii. 33. 
See under ‘‘ Harmonies.” 
43. emt τω θεω (pro ert tov Ocov) B 213 soli latt?' Hus 1/2 Juvenc. 
W-H™s 
This seems to be a delicate choice of the dative after πεποιθεν. 
The acc. or dative can accompany πείθω according to its various shades 
of meaning. Here apparently ‘‘ He was fully persuaded of and conformed 
to God.” 


B and Latin Sympathy. 


It is quite impossible to divorce B from Latin affiliations. In the 
detail of this matter will be found much food for reflection in this Gospel 
and in the others. 

These lists are compiled to assist in differentiating between a possible 
common base of the Greek and Latin witnesses and a real appropriation 
by B of Latinisms or Latin readings. The full force of the matter is felt 
when we see where W goes with B and where it does not. 

Matt. 


1. 22. κυριου (-- τοῦ NBCDW2ZA (observe both D and A are present) 
25. ews etexev (pro ews ov etexev) B'[W-H] (cf Luc xii. 59) 


il. 13. εφανὴ (pro φαινεται) B 372 and latt 

vi. 10. καὶ ere yns (— της) NBWZA Clem Origs*es 
18.  νηστευων τοῖς ανθρωποις Β (k) sola 

ix. 28. > tovto δυναμαι ποιησαι Blgq vg 


x. 4. xavavatos (pro kavavitns) BCD (χαν.) L min pauc copt it vg et ὃ 
16. εἰς To μεσον (pro ev Tw μεσω) λυκων 5) cum fh k vg® Lucif. 


23. Ἰσραὴλ (-- του) BD[W-H]latt (cf Marc xv. 32) 
xi. 1, 12. σαββατοις (pro σαββασιν) B™! et vett sabbatis 
ΧΙ. 4. ὃ (pro ods) BDW 18 22 124 ὃ ἃ k q aur vg? syr 


xul. 5. εξανετείλαν (pro εξανετειλε) Bs! Cf lattexortasunt. See 
‘* Change of Number.” 
8. ἐπεσεν ες ἢ (pro επεσεν ere) sed B ipse vid ere substituct 
39. αἰωνος (-- τοῦ NBD fam 18 33 Orig 1/2 latt (contra sah et boh 
diserte Tovtov Tov aiwvos) 
σ 
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Matt. ἐπε 
ΧΙ]. 


[χ 


XV. 


XVil. 


XIX. 


40. 


29. 
. avaBavtov (pro εμβαντων) NBDT* 892 (/att: ascendentibus) 


ol. 


ov. 


22. 
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The above is followed suspiciously closely by xataxavetac 
NB (Ὁ —ovra’) 1 [non 118-209] Cyr and Jatt ““ comburuntur,”’ 
‘‘exuruntur”’ (contra rell Gr). The Coptic word, one chosen 
out of many, CEpoKe,oe (hence “‘sirocco”’) may also 
intimate κατακαίεται rather than καίεται. W with the rest 
καίεται. 


. A very curious case occurs here, where NB and all agree in 


met paxev against the aorist of D alone erwAncev | 


. λυπηθεις (pro ελυπηθὴ BD 1 fam 18 604. Some Latins 


contristatus without est (against the other Greeks and the 
important witnesses ὁ fk αὖ copt arm syr). This λυπήθεις 
looks strangely like the Latin contristatus (—est), for the 
copula δὲ wanting in BD is found in the Latins ὁ f k q* (copt 
syr), which have contristatus est, showing that est did not slip 
in there by mistake. 


. τωαννὴν (—Tov) only BN*ZO 1 as lat. Otherwise sah boh 


“he took off the head of John.” 
πετρος (-- ὁ) NBD [non minn] W-H 


Kwpous akcvovTas (pro κωφ. NaXovyTas) ΒΦ 59 115 238 and 
e “‘surdos audientes’’ (while ὦ using swrdos yet has loquentes, 
as also Δ). All the rest and datt have λαλουντας. I class this 
here because of the acceptance by ὦ ὁ k of surdos for mutos. 
κωφος is used in N.T. both for dwmb and deaf (vide our Eng. 
transl.). Boh turns the difficulty by beginning mutos 
loquentes, continuing et clodus ambulantes et caecos videntes, 
and closing with the addition of surdos audientes, while a 
cuts out nearly the whole verse. 
> To περισσευον των Kr. npav. Latin order, supported only by 
BD 1 383 892 against the Greeks and other versions. 


. ὠφθὴ (pro ὠφθησαν) |[pwvons Kat nrevas following] corres- 


ponds to latt mult ‘ paruit.” 

The polyglot character of NB is shown in this same verse 
where they change the order wet avtov συλλαάλουντες (cum 60 
loquentes) to συνλαλ. μετ avtov with W 1 5... g sah boh aeth 
and syrr Cyr. So again xvil. 7 προσηλθεν o tnoous καὶ 
αψαμενος NBD fam 13 604 it?! vg syrr against προσέλθων ... 
ηψατο of the rest. 

συστρεφομενων Se avtwy (pro avaotped. δε avtwv) NB 1 892. 
Cf lat®' conversantibus; etre....ce ffi; et Orig (‘ neutral ”’) 
στρεφομενων Se avTov. 


. φαρισαιοι (-- ἡ BCLMWATIS al. pauc boh Dam. 

. ox@ (pro exw) BD Sod™ latt Orig 1/2 (contra SLi κληρονομησω) 
21. 
24. 


Neyer (pro εφη) B Sod” fam 18 only of Greeks with all Latins. 
ποτ ΒΒ plur and latt (but against NSCLMZ copt syr) 
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Matt. 


xx. 20. am αὐτου (pro wap avtov) BD 604 W-H. Cf latt sah 
33. > οὐ οφθαλμοι ἡμων NBDLZ 88 892 Sod®°" "4 latt 
xxi. 28. > δυο Texva B3 142 299 Sod" ® latie™ 

xxii. 4. ητοιμακα NBC*DL 1 22 88 604 892* ; against ἡτοίμασα of the 
rest, strengthened by Orig Cyr Chr Dam. Hort uses ἡτοίμακα 

here without a sign in the margin. This is not Origen. 
5. emu τὴν ἐμπορίαν (pro εἰς τὴν eur.) NBCDT*2®@ fam 13 33 

125* 157 [non 28] 604 Orig and Latt. 

30. —tov θευ BD fam1 [non fam 13] 604abcdeffirhaqr 
vg= syr cu sin sah arm Origt® W-H, but cf Mare xii. 25 
Note that W has tov θεου with the rest and does not go 


with D here. 
xxlv. 3. --τῆς (ante cvytedevas) NBCLM Sod? fam 1 83 157 892 Cyrhiet 
38. +exeivais BD Sod? latt and sah 


xxv. 16. exepdnoev (pro εποιησεν), and -- τάλαντα fin by BCDL, and 
BL respectively, shows very strong Latin affiliation, both 
being against δὲ and the mass. 

29. του de μὴ exovTos (pro απὸ δὲ Tov μὴ exyovtos) NBDL 1-209 
[non 118] 33 124 [non fam] = Lat. 

41. κατηραμενοι (--οἡ NBT" 88 Sod4° boh Cyr 1/2 (contra — 
᾿ς rell et Patr Gr permultos) et Orig”. 

xxvl. 45. καθευδετε NouTroy (pro καθ. To λουποξλῪ = BCLW 273 348 m** 
p<" 892 Sod: seems to equate dy and the Latin jam [see 
Liddell and Scott]. Syr with sah and aeth = “ergo.” 

58. πλείω (pro πλειους) N* BD W-H[non minn latt (against Origen) 

ΧΧΥΙΙ. 43. emu Tw θεω (pro ert tov θεον) B 213 soli latt?! et W-H mg. 

49. evra B fam 18 (and εὐπον D 69) W-H tat=abed fhr 
g2q but not the others and no vulgates. All other Greeks 
oppose with ἐλεγον. 

xxvii. 14. ὑπο του ἡγεμονος (pro emt τοῦ ny.) BD 59892 only with W-H 
marg. Cf lat “a praeside.”’ 

15. ἀργυρια (-- τα) SB WwW. Sod! ef W-H ἐπέ Cf lat 

‘* pecunia.” 

wbid. onwepov +nuepas BDL and Latin against δὲ and the rest. 
These three places coming so close together after a long while seem 
particularly interesting and noteworthy. Origen opposes B definitely in 
the last place and probably at xxviii. 14, certainly once out of twice there. 

This is again followed by : 

Xxvill. 17. προσεκυνησαν (—avtw) NBD 88 only and latt (except 4) vg Hus 

Chr against all other Greeks +avtw with g syr and Coptic. 
Observe now from xxviii. 19 where B adds ovy with AII, and where 
D adds νυν (and some Latins both ovy and νυν), that this Latin text 
favoured by B was not of the purest most neutral stock, for δὲ and all 
other Greeks add nothing, having πορευθεντες only with EVERY GREEK AND 
Latin FatuHer from Irenaeus to Amphilochius. And the same remark 
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applies to the Bamticavtes of BD (soli; Soden adds none) Jatt in this 
verse against βαπτιζοντες of all the rest, and the same array of Fathers. 
I am sorry to say that Hort swallows ovy without marginal comment, and 
ventures to put βαπτίσαντες in his margin. 


As to B and Coptic sympathy. 


| Again here observe W. Where W joins is for the Egyptian method 
of the possessive before the noun (vii. 24, 26) and for wa instead of ows 
(viii. 84), which 9 ma would appear in the bohairic column or at any 
rate be familiar to the ear of an Alexandrian]. 

This feature has been recognised to some extent, but many details 
have been overlooked which make for definite Coptic influence upon 
the parents of B, rather than for mere common basic sympathy with 
a Greek text underlying the Coptics. 


De ee oer ΝΒ Gay ὦ sah Son ee 
11. 21, εἰσηλθεν (pro nev) NBC 157 273 soli et sah (aqRuoK 
E9,pas) boh (aqr eDoren) 

111. 2. -- καὶ (ante Neyo) NB sah boh aeth σα ᾳ W-H Sod. 

vii. 17. Amid vastly differing orders (see under NB in Part II for 
details) B alone with vg™® gives us Coptic order καρπους 
ποίει κάλους, bringing xadovs last. Tischendorf does not 
notice this and Horner for some extraordinary reason is 
here absolutely silent. Yet Hort places this grandly in his 
margin. If anyone will take the trouble (it takes a good 
half hour) to run through the differing orders, he will rise 
from his examination convinced that B here does not 
alone retain a “ neutral’ order, but has ‘‘ accommodated ” 
at some time in his career. Soden adds no support for B. 

24. αὐτου την οἰκιαν NBCWZ 1 33 892 Orig sah boh (ex more 
copt) contra rell omn et latt τὴν οἰκιαᾳν αὐτου. [Anyone 
who will compare what δὲ does elsewhere in this chapter 
(see Part II. under δὲ and B) will bear me out that he sat 
there playing with the versions, ringing changes in sy, lat 
and copt, as well as improvising himself, as he does in the 
verse previous to this, adding πολλὰ to δαιμονια]. 

26. avtov την οἰκαν NBWZ 1 604 892 Sod*4 sah boh (more 

copt). Contra rell et Orig (hoc loco) ! 

vili. 8. αποκριθεις de =N*B 33 3872 sah [non boh| W-H 
απεκριθη. .καὶ evrev 5177 et ἢ if 
και αποκριθεις N> C et rell et latt 


{ This is rather a pretty picture in an unimportant place of my contention as 
to k (Tisch does not refer to it, ΒΟ I wish to call attention to it). 
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Matt. 


vill. 18. οχλον B sah sola (et W-H txt) 
οχλους ὃξ doh solt (τους oxdovs boh) 

The rest πολὺν οχλον, οχλον πολυν (W), πολλοὺς οχλοὺυς OY οχλους 
πολλους. 

A curious place occurs at viii. 27 jin where NBW 1 33 892 Hus Chr 
W-H make the order avtw ὑπακουουσιν against vmaxovovow avtw of all 
others, including coptic and the versions ; & alone varies, with obaudientest 
tantum, and Hil 1/2 obedisse. In Luke the order of all is also καὶ 
υπακουουσιν avtw, but B omits there with 604. Why this change of order 
in Matthew against coptic, latin and syriac? d is available again here 
for the first time and reads obaudiunt et with the mass. Sod adds °° to 
NBW. 


Matt. 


vill. 34. ἐνα (pro οπως) BW alone and boh pina (sah xeKkac) 
ix. 9. μαθθαιον NB*D sah [non boh], so at x. 3 again 
12 init. ο δε (-- ιησους) δ ΒΤ 248 892 d sah [non boh | ἀοέ]υ 
syr sin 


92. κωφον (-- ανθρωπον) NB 71 892 sah boh (moe Ro) aeth syr — 
W-H contra rell omn. 
x. 32. ev τοῖς ovpavois (pro ev ovp.) BCKYV al. sah boh Cyr 
sed Orig 1/4 
Bova oe; - Bev ae ds BVX al. sah boh Cyr sed 
Orig 1/3 
ΧΙ. 16. ev ταῖς ayopais (pro ev ayop.) NBZ (1) 124 157 892 al. 
W-H Sod. sah boh contra rell et Clem (sed ev τὴ ayopa 
D syr sah", in foro ὦ latt aeth goth) 

xl. 13. cov την χείρα (pro την χείρα cov) NBL min pauc and 892 is 
the coptic manner. See above, and beyond for such preference 
under ‘‘ Genitive before the Noun in Luke.” 

17. wa (pro orws) ΒΟ 1 33 Orig Eus boh (see above, viii. 34) 
22. See under “‘ Change of Voice.” 
31. αφεθησεται vty τοῖς ἀνθρωπος B 1 [non 118-209] sah 
syrmex Ath [non boh latt] 
xl. 28. ov δὲ (-- δουλο) B157 σι h boh sah [non aeth rell| W-H tut 
This seems to be a nicety of ‘‘pairs.” 0 δὲ edn αὑτοῖς. .ο de λεγουσιν 
avtw. Very pretty but not legitimate. So both coptics ‘‘ But he, said 
he to them. .but they, said they to him.’’ It is ridiculous to suppose that 
all others added this δουλοι. Besides Manich®Piv® opposes B and has it. 
Matt. 
xiv. 3. Ἔτοτε B cum fam 13 Sod” et txt, et sah diserte (ev τουτω 
Tw Katpw) ; et cf k ‘cum detinuisset.” 


t+ This may be primitive. 
1 Observe the different character of support to B in these three places while sah 
boh are constant. 
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This is clear B and sah sympathy and nothing else. Boh does 
not join nor N nor D nor W nor others. 


Matt, 
Xvi. 21. 


xvii. 8. 


14. 


IC XC (pro o ιησους) N*B* Sod" sah 2/3 boho™ vracter duo aoainst 
the rest, and they themselves corrected,t and against the other 
versions. (Dominus Jesus aeth, as often = merely “" Jesus.”’) 
X@ 892 Orig Ireni™ plane om. W-H follow NB. 


tv avtov μονον ὃ : BS 2 
αὐπὸδ αὐ ΤᾺ ΝΣ Β 604 σοαροοὶ Ῥ7Ὸ τον ἵησοὺν μονον. This is 
rendered perfectly clear from the coptics, where autos is tacked 
on to the word for povos. The Latins do not do it, so we 
may clearly refer this as to both δὲ and B to Coptic I think 
or possibly Syriac.t Following so close on xvi. 21 it is 
instructive. 

ἔλθοντων (—avtwv) NBZ 1 124 245 Sod" sah 


XViil. 1 init. ev exewn de BM Sod” and only sah 3/6 boho™ 
11 vers om. NSBL* 1* [non fam] 13 [non fam] 33 892* e ff, sah 


14. 


10. 


21. 


sib 
Kix. 10. 


at. 


29. 


ibid. 


boh”! syr hier sin Orig (contra rell et syrr rell latt rell aeth 3). 
D has the verse and also W very specially. Observe the 
spacing fo 65 in W. (Sod’® also omits.) 
πατρὸς μου (pro πατρος υμὼ) BEFHIT al. sah boh, only rz of 
Latins, arm aeth, syr sin (only of syr) and Orig's 
Matter of order: παραλαβε (ett) eva ἡ δυο peta σύ B ff, 
boh sah only [non al. Sod] 
του δουλου (—exetvov) B Sod’ 1 124 only with sah 4/7. It may 
be useful to mention the sah Mss as they are very definite here. 
They are 111 112114 ἢ. (avtov syr cu sin, et aliter pers). 
>avtov οἱ cuvdovrot. Be cum sah boh 
oxo (pro exo vel κληρονομήσω BD Sod™ Orig 1/2. Coptic 
has no verb for eyw, and although cyw probably approxi- 
mates the Latin here, it is interesting to see that sah has erext 
“take” as against boh NTAEpKAHpoNogein “inherit” 
transliterating the Greek of NL and some. 
τοις πτωχοῖς (pro πτωχοι)ὺ BD only with sah boh against 
all the rest and against Clem Orig**™ with a host of Fathers. 
Tov εἐμου ονοματος (pro τοῦ ονοματος ov) XB Sod" 
124 [non fam]§ sah boh et W-H tat. 
πολλαπλασίονα (pro εκατονταπλασ)  Bli Sod fam ¢$° sah syr 
hier Orig?™"*s soli W-H tat [non δὲ rell] 


{ So it is not likely that either of the mss N or B influenced boh or sah, seeing that 
the corrections stared the copts in the face. Obs. a place like xxvii. 4 where a@woy is 


used by NB* 


and the mass, while δίκαιον is transliterated by sah. 


t Syr uses the same expression xvii. 19; not so coptic. 
§ Therefore, as I supposed, the Matthaean recension of 124 was revised in Egypt. 


a 
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Matt. 
xx. 9. ελθοντες de Bet W-H txt cum sah boh™”: (rz syr cu non sin). 


16. -- πολλοὶ yap εἰσι KANTOL odvyot Se εκλεκτοι. NBULZ 36 892 
sah boh®! (aeth aliq, non Walton) against all the rest and 
lattiom™™ = syr?™ arm Orig’® hoc loco (Barn Hom™ Clem). 
This is supposed to be dragged in by the mass from xxii. 14, 
but Orig quotes twice at xx. 16, and thrice at xxi. 14. It 
seems a clear ‘‘ Egyptian” removal at xx. 16, for neither 
D nor W nor 6 nor 75 nor ff countenance the removal here and 
syr lat are a unit for the clause. 

34. Σιαυτων των ομματωὼ B*' et copt (contra Orig) 

xxl. 11. >0 προφητης uncous NBD 157 sah boh arm Orig 1/3 Eus 

against all the rest and latt syrr aeth Orig 2/3 

This Origenistic division is most illuminating in all these places, 
leaving NBD alone with Egypt for a base. (Cf BD supra xix. 21). 

It is immediately followed by 

xxi. 12. εἰς To vepov (—Tov θεοῦ) NBL 13 [non fam] 33 73 604 892 b, 
sah boh again, with arm aeth Orig 2/5 Meth Chr Hil, but seems 
to be a clear harmonistic omission, for tov θεου is absent from 
Mark (xi. 15) and Luke (xix. 45). (Sod adds °° 2! lia.) 

Note how closely NB stick to copt here, with Origen again a poor 
wavering witness. 

In such cases Tischendorf (as Turner has pointed out in a general 
way) abandoned his favourite δὲ with great judgment and placed του θεου 
in his text, while poor Hort, abject slave to his standard, can only find 
room for tov θεου in his margin. The Revisers restore it to their text (but 
in Souter’s note he says “13 &c. 33 700,” implying the family 13, 
whereas the other members do not support 13). 

As to xxi. 13, I have to refer to another place under ‘“ Historic 
Present.’”’ I have followed Dr. Schmiedel’s advice in making such 
subdivisions, but it has much inconvenience for the running argument. 
I state it once for all here.t Observe then that ποιειτε of NBL Sod’? 124 
892 is the reading of boh (against sah). Therefore in what precedes here 
as to Coptic, boh is just as old as sah. 

xxl. 15. +7ovs (ante xpafovtas) NBDLN (sah) boh arm syr against 
the rest and the usual cursives and Orig Meth. Boh is very 
definite here. Tisch. omits to add the versions. 

Again Hort follows what is really a version tradition here against 
Origen and Methodius, L and the rest. 

xxi. 29/31 vers invert. B pauc. cum sah boh ete. 

Xxll. 37. 0 δὲ ef avto NBL 33 sah boh Orig (against D latt εφη 
avTw iunoous, and o δε incous edn avtw of most, and o de ἑησους 
εἰπὲεν avTw Of some) 


ΤΑ more elaborate subdivision will be found elsewhere including “ Form,” which 
sometimes finds a place under the unique readings of B. 
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Xxll. 39 iit. devtepa (-- δὲ) N*B 157 sah™ boh°*2 W-H. There seems 
no other attestation. (Sod adds *" [6 or e?] 5“. Other sah 
and boh codd have ~e, but some boh te. Latins have autem, 
while syr7 diatess and Cypr have καὶ devtepa. Mark xii. 31 = 
‘““Seutepa avutn,”’ hence this seems Marcan influence, for 
Luke x. 27 continues simply “‘ και τον πλησιον.᾽᾽ 

Xxiii. 9. Σιυμων o πατηρ NBUD 88 892 Sod®*" Hust 48 al’ Nyss 
et sah boh W-H et Sod txt (contra rell gr et syr lat ο πατὴρ υμων) 

38. —epnuwos BL 92 sah boh syr sin. I place this here as it 
does not seem basic at all but Egyptian. Orig who (doubt- 
fully) supports once with Cyr 2/3 is contradicted by Orig se 
Eus Pe as well as Clem and Cypr and all other Greeks and 
Latins. ff. appears here owing to its Egyptian influences. I 
do not place this under ‘‘ Harmonistic omissions,” although at 
St. Luke xiii. 835 most authorities omit, for there a good many 
add. It probably belongs in St. Matthew and not in St. Luke. 
BL γ΄, sah boh syr sin are only complicating the synoptic pro- 
blem here once more. Soden has no new witness for omission. 

Diatess ὃ 41 is quoting from Matthew and has ερημος. 
W-Hort here in Matt. exclude epnuos from the text but have it in the 
margin. Souter has it in his text but puts a footnote ‘‘ om. épnuos.” He 
gives the evidence of BL, adding a black letter H(%* ). The ff. is so 
small one can hardly see it, and black letter L makes one think it has 
large Latin support, whereas ff, here is representing Egypt, against e and 
all the rest and all vulgates. 

xxlv. 31, 37, 38, 89 taken together have some significance. 

40. > ecovtas v0 =—-N&*B p** 892 h r 72 vg'®V and sah, against 
boh and the rest. (For the conjunction h 7 7. see under Lists 
for δὲ and B at xxiv. 11 as well as here. This seems conclusive 
as to ἢ for Irish origin. No other Old Latins join them; and 
observe the full array of ah nr 71. at xxvi. 56). Add Soden*”° 

48. > pov o κυρις NBCDIL 33157 209? 409 604 892 Sod. perpaue. 
Ephr ? sah boh 

ibid. xpovifer (—eAOew) NB 6 33 604 892 sah boh Ephr Ireni™ 
(against all the rest and against all Latins but Jren'™* which 
shows this is J7ren*" pure) 

xxv. 1. umavtnow (pro aravt.) NSBCZ 1 [non fam] 892 (Meth 1/2) 

[male Soden de 157] Cf eg, pen boh 
This in connection with xxv. 6 fin εξερχεσθε εἰς απαντησιν 
(—avtov) by NB 604 alone + Cyr Meth shows such a nice appre- 
ciation of the difference between ὑπαντησιν αὐτου and απαντησιν without 
αὐτου that it should be carefully noted (Z is wanting in verse 6), because 
both coptics and all others and all Latin have αὐτου in verse 
6 fin. 


Cf in this connection xxvi. 42 παρελθειν (-- απ ἐμου). 
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Note further that at 


Matt. 


Vili. 


XXVili. 9. 


Mark 


ΧΙ. 


28, 


94. 


σῦν 


ok. 


20. 
30. 
ie. 


18. 


» 2a. 
ΟΣ 


υπηντησαν avtw is used by all on this the first occurrence of 
the expression. 


εἰς υπαντησιν του LnTOU N 33 
1 Sod 
εἰς ὑπαντησιν τω LNnTOU Β oa 
εἰς συναντησιν Tov inoov Ο 157 892 γῆ Cyr εἰς απαντησιν 
εἰς συναντησιν τω incov Lrell omn τω t. Sod’ #9 


υπηντησεν αὐταῖς is used again by N*BCIIZ) fam 1 fam 18 
(partim) 604 892 min Orig Cyr against amnvtncev αὖτ. of the 
rest 


. UTNVTNTEY AUTH NBCDGLA 1 fam 13 28 al?° Dam against 


amnvTnoev οἱ AIT unc? al. pl 


. ἀπαντήσει VV unchanged by all (except v7. 28 Sod’) 


. ὑπηντησεν (-- αὐτῷ NBEWE 1 88 157 604 al” (rell υπηντησεν 


+avtw praeter 1" al. pauc «πηντ.) 


. συνηντῆσεν AUTH All (except D συνελθειν R συνηντησαν) 
. ὑπαντῆσαι To wera «=9XNABDRXA 1 383 fam 18 (partim) 157 


Paris” 892 Sod‘ 
ἀπαντῆσαι Tw wera ΤΙΎΎΓΛΙΗΙ unc? al. pl Bas 


. UTNVTNTAY αὐτὼ NN Sod”? fam 1 fam 18 [non 124] 157 


[male Sod] 892 al” Bas Dam 
υπηντησαν (—autw) Li et Sod tut 
απηντησαν AVTW AWXTAATI une? al. pl et R-V 
απηντησαν (—avtw) Bet W-H tat 


[o7rouv ησαν D de (latt) | 
UTAVTNTEL υμιν CXL al. pauc 892 Sod>* 
ἀπαντήσει ULV D 124 (ἀπ.) al. pauc. Orig 


συναντήσει υμιν SNABPRWIAATL wre’ al. pl 


υπηντησαν AVTW NBCDKLW 1 al” et 892 
απηντησαν αὐτῷ ΑΓΔΛΗ͂ une? al. pl Orig Cyr Chr 


υπηντησεν αὐτῶ by all (except οι") 
UTNVTNTEV AUTW by all (except one) 
εἰς υπαντησιν αὐτω =NBEFHMQSWITAA αἱ. pl 


εἰς ἁπαντησιν αὐτώ ΑΚΌΝΠ al® Orig?*® (avtov Sod’) 
εἰς συναντησιν αὐὑτω LX 157 al. pauc 

εἰς συναντησιν avtou DG al’ 

UTNVTNOEV αὑτῷ by all (υπηντησαν D ὁ d) 


συναντῆσας avtw iby all (συναντήησαντα avtw two) 
υὑπαντησαι ἡμῖν NBCE min® Orig (συναπαντ. two) 
απαντησαι nw ADHLP al. pl Eustath Chr 
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Xx. 22. cuvavtnoovta pow NBLP al. pl Ath Chr (8B εμοι) 
συναντησαντα wow ADEH al. 
συμβησομενα por Ο min® 
XXVill. 15. εἰς υπαντησιν vw = N* sic (nuw Sod 
εἰς υπαντησιν nuwv 40 
et; ἀπαντῆησιν nuw ABHUPN‘ete Chr Thpyl 1/2 
εἰς atravTnow ἡμων I min® Thpyl 1/2 


1 Thess. 
iv. 17. εἰς υπαντησιν Tw χρίστω εἰς acpa §=609 D*¥ E* FG 
εἰς UTAVTNTW TW KUPLW εἰς aEpa Ὁ" 
εἰς συναντησιν του κυρίου εἰς ἀαερα =Epiph 
εἰς ἁἀπαντησιν Tov κυρίου εἰς aepa = NB ell Orig’ Hipp Dial 
Eus"* Bas al. 
Heb. 


vil. 1. συναντησας, Heb vii. 10 συνηντησεν by all 


Anyone who will have the patience to go through this list will see 
the drift at once. Until the list is drawn up we are at sea. Now it 
appears that ὑπανταω is purely Johannine, that St. Luke rather favours 
συνανταῶ (as shown by Acts x. 25, xx. 22; Lukeix. 387, xxii. 10), 
but also used ὑπαντ. or απαντ. elsewhere, where the Mss try to confuse 
us. St. Mark uses απανταω xiv. 13, and the MSS are divided as to 
atavtT. or νπαντ. at v. 2. St. Matthew uses ὑπαντησαν in vill. 28, 
where all are agreed, and doubtless συναντησιν at vill. 94, which NB wish 
to change to ὑπ. He seems afterwards to employ azavt. but the Mss 
wish to harmonise his passages (or prefer the Johannine expression) 
and so confuse us at xxv. 1 and xxvill. 9. St. Matthew therefore uses 
all three expressions interchangeably and this has caused the trouble. 
I have no hesitation, after making up this list, of charging wilful change 
by NB at Matthew vii. 34, xxv. 1, xxviii. 9 (probably Mark v. 2, 
Luke xiv. 31) and Acts xvi. 16, where Hustath{ contradicts Origen. 
Certainly someone is revising. Is it Antioch or Alexandria or Caesarea ? 
Well, observe Luke xvii. 12 and Acts xxviii. 15 for the keys and there 
will be found δὲ and B opposing each other! There seems to be no kind 
of doubt in view of the wavering courses of L and II and C and X 
that accommodation and revision went on in the different places. 
Instead of “‘neutrally” keeping clear of these matters, NB run to meet 
difficulty and again obscure the issue for us in some of these passages, 
and hence a text founded on XB obscures the problem of the varying 
synoptic language (see Luke xvii. 12 B ὦ W-H soli, L & Sod soli!). 

Epiphanius shows us at 1 Thess. iv. 17 how carelessly he differentiated 
between the language of one or of another passage. 

After this digression we continue as to coptic sympathy :— 


t+ Nor is Eustathius’ text of Acts any common ‘“ Antioch” revision, He has a 
most peculiar cast alone with D in one of the few places which survive in his writings. 
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xxv. ὃ. av yap (pro at de Z 157 2t?', av ow Dd ffo, avtwes X plur) 
NBCL 33 892 boh sah 
6. -epyetae NBCDLZ 604 892 sah boh ἃ Meth 1/2 Cyr [contra 
rell omn et syr lat| 
Xxvi. 28. —xawns (ante διαθηκη) NBLZ 33 Sod boh™™s [non sah, 
cf “ Pistis’’] Cyr, against all the rest and Origen Iren. This 
hardly belongs in this list, but I do not know where to place 
it. Ido not charge this as a deliberate omission, yet it looks 
like one. The evidence is overwhelming for the reception of 
καινῆς, Which Hort excludes. The Oxford edition of 1910 
also excludes, but Souter gives the evidence, actually ranking 
“102” for omission. I should have thought 102 was exploded 
long ago as being merely a collation of B. Gregory in his 
Emendanda removed 102 everywhere. Souter adds Cypr for 
omission, as Von Soden (e is wanting). Hitherto Cypr had 
been given by Sabatier and Tisch on the other side. 
45. wWou+yap BE p= sah syr sin Ath’ Ὁ 
δῦ. καθημεραν (-- προς vpas) NBLj 33 604 892 sah boh syr 
sin Cyrs Orig 1/3 against all others and against Latin. 
71. ovros ( -- καὶ) NBD Sod” [non 604] sah syr sin (against all else). 
XXVil. 2. πίλατω (—TovtTiw) NBL 33 sah boh syr Orig Petr. This 
is ἃ curious Omission against the serried ranks of the other 
Greeks (and W and ® replacing the missing Greek of D here) 
and the Latins, on this the first mention of the name. The 
sah boh syr connection (in the absence of the Latins) does not 
mean that it is necessarily basic. It is to be seen abundantly 
elsewhere that syr sin and sah hang together, not always for 
the purest text. Orig with Petr confirm it as Alexandrian, but 
whether ‘“ neutral” or not is another question. 
23. --ηγεμων NB Sod 33 69 [non fam] sah [non boh] syr™* arm 
(syrit) W-H 
42, βασίλευς topanr εστιν (--ε) NBDL 33 892 ἃ sah (against 
boh and everything else including syr sin Hus Ps-Ath) 
46. eXwer ehXwer B et sah literatim soli cf Mare 
edwt ehot Net boh literatim cum 33 al. pauc vg" xv. 34 
In Mark xv. 34 both NB have eda eda, while sah repeats edweu 
edwer and boh ἐλων edwt, but the syr differentiates (with the Greeks) as 
between Matthew and Mark. This tiny place therefore affords a con- 
siderable clue. It is probable that B and sah are closer in St. Matthew 
than elsewhere; in other words, sympathetic readings, although 
including syr sin or others, probably derive from sah, at any rate in 


Τ᾿ ‘But we have not been able to recognise as Alexandrian any readings of B in 
any book of the New Testament which it contains.’’ Hort, vol. ii. p. 150. Hort did not 
look very far. How about Athanasius here ? 
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Matthew. Similarly, as often before, N runs with boh here. It is 
probable that N had before him either sah AND boh, or an edition of 
boh which was nearer to sah than our surviving boh mss show. 

Matt. 


Xxvil. 46. Awa NBL 33 273 604 Hust 21 22 et boh (al. boh erXeane 
cum sah). The rest Axua or λειμα, and λαμα D 
ibid. caBaxtavee ἜΝ" vid cum 22? al’ sah (pro σαβαχ. rell) 

51. Order: εσχίσθη (ar’) ανωθεν ews κατω εἰς δυο (hoc loco) BC*L 
sah boh aeth (As syr sin omits κάτω εἰς δυο and ἃ Orig Eus 
omit es δυο this can only come from coptic). [δὲ goes with 
the rest and Latin order, placing εἰς δυο after εσχισθη.] 

58. amodoOnvar (-- τὸ cwua) NBL min” against all the rest and 
the Latins and arm aeth goth syr pesh Orig™. The support 
is confined to syr sin and the coptics which include αὐτὸ in 
the verb, while aeth is very definite against them. When aeth 
has shown such intense sympathy with δὲ and B (being alone 
with B in Matthew three times, alone with δὲ over a dozen 
times) it seems fair to bring it into play in a case like this. 

XXVili. 6 fin. εκευτο (—0 xupios) NB 33 Sod ¢ sah boh arm aeth syr 
sin Orig™ Cyr against the rest and D ὦ, all Latins but 6, and 
syr pesh pers (Aeth ‘“‘sepultus fuit,”’ the Latins ‘ positus 
erat,” but e ‘‘ jacebat,”’ and observe coptic imperfect). 

The 6 recension hangs absolutely to NB, for at xxvii. 8 e uses 
abissent (απέλθουσαι NBCL fam 183 38) for exierwnt of all other Latins 
(and εξελθουσαι all other Greeks). 

See again xxvill. 14 —avtov NB Sod°*’ 33 Orig”® and e only, against 

all else, all Latins, syr copt and Cyrbier 

Add to the coptic list the places under ‘‘ Change of number ᾿᾿ where 
NB prefer the plural. In every case this has the countenance of the 
coptic. 


Traces of Syriac. 
Matt. Ν é . - 
ΧΙ. 23. }»αΐ ev cou yevouevat B (instead of αἱ γενομεναι ev σοι of all 


other Greeks and Latins and Coptic) is found to be the order 

of syr sin (against syr cw). Syr sin says ‘‘ that in you were 

seen,’ but gives this order. It is a curious touch, not observed 

by Mrs. Lewis in her English translation of syr sin, not noted 

by Horner in his notes to sah, but standing plainly in Burkitt’s 

notes to syrcusin (Eng and Syriac sides) and in Merx’ translation. 

I have been accused of seeing fanciful resemblances which are 

merely coincidences and at first sight this might appear to be a mere 

coincidence. I am glad of the opportunity to be more precise and to 

show that these things are not mere coincidences and that the study of 

them is an absolute necessity (quite overlooked hitherto) if we are to 
make progress in tracing the text-history behind Origen. 
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It is to be noted then that NBC 1 33 and a few cursives change 
eueway to evewev in this same verse against fourteen uncials and the mass. 
The plural number is supported by all the Latins, and sah of necessity 
for that version has Sodom and Gomorra. The Greek of all is ev σοδομοις, 
but the Syriacs with the diatess arab have in Sodom and a singular verb. 
The bohairic has Aen conosxa and aplural verb. Syriac then and 
NBC are in sympathy here alone, whatever we may think of the whole 
situation, for ewevvay may possibly be revision here for a basic ewesvevr. Yet 
how is it that D, all the rest, and all the Latins persist in the plural ? 

The only point I wish to make at this place is, however, that as 
syr and NBC are shown alone together here for ewewev (against the 
otherwise friendly Coptic and Latin) it is clear the previous point as to 
special order in the verse with sy7 sim is well taken. Horner and Tisch 
are both silent as to the versions, which is a pity. 

Matt. 

ΧΙ]. 36. διασαφησον (pro dpacoy) NB Sod®°* [none of the sympathis- 
ing cursives] Orig and syr copt. Obs. also the use of the word by 
Clem" (Strom vi. 15: καὶ κατὰ τὸν τῆς ἀληθείας κανόνα 
διασαφοῦντες τὰς γραφάς). [In xv. 15 Greeks all φρασον. 
Copt and syr use the same word as in xiii. 36, Latins vary as in 
xill. 861. Both W-H and Sod place διασαφησον in their texts. 

xii. 22. See under “‘ Change of voice.” B shares (alone among Greeks 
and Latins) the active voice of syr copt aeth. 

31. αφεθησεται vty τοῖς ανθρωποις B 1 Sod™ and syr sah Ath 
[non boh non latt]. The other Syriacs express, as often, ‘ to 
sons of men,” which may have given rise to it. But perhaps 
place this under Coptic (sah) quite definitely, since Athanasius 
also witnesses. Note this as to Alexandrian readings of B. 

Another peculiar case occurs soon after in sympathy with the 
versions, partially, at— 

xl. 86. Neyo δὲ υμὲν οτι παν pnua apyov ὃ λαλησουσιν οἱ avOpwrot. So 
XB Sod™ and copt syr. The common Gk text read by nearly 
all is ὃ ἐὰν λαλησωσιν. NB drop εαν and change the subj. to 
the indicative. The Latins all say quod for o εαν (except h 
quodcunque) with Ireni™* and Cypr, but have the subjunctive, 
so they no doubt read ὃ ἐὰν λαλησωσιν. Winer has no remarks 
on this peculiar place for NB, nor has Blass, although the 
latter speaks of it (p. 283) in connection with anacoluthon. 
We must draw our own conclusions, and those are that the 
syr and coptic versions influenced NB. There is much 
difference between “which men may speak” (Lat Gr) and 
‘‘which men shall speak” (sy copt NB). Ὁ also omits εαν 
and has λαλουσιν with d. C has cay but writes λαλησουσιν. 
Observe now that L and Orig are against NBD, writing o ἂν 
λαλησωσιν. (W-H follow XB without marginal comment.) 
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Matt. 


xii. 47 versom. N* BLT 126 225 238 400* Sod'*s (not particularly sym- 
pathetic cursives otherwise) ffi k syr cw sin sah (against boh 
aeth syr pesh arm and the rest of the Latins). I place this 
example heré because ff, & are so thoroughly syriac in base it is 
probably the common base of NB sah coming out here, through 
syr, rather than an ‘‘improvement”’ in their time. Of course 
this can also be grouped under ‘‘ Omissions from homoiote- 
leuton”’ as ver 46 and ver 47 both end with AaAnoa in most 
Greeks, but in ver 46 BCZ end λαλησαι avtw, while δὲ omits. 

xiv. 24. σταδιους πολλους απὸ της γῆς (pro μεσον τῆς θαλασσης vel nv 
εις μεσον TNS Ban.) B (Sod*) fam 18 syr sah boh 

29. και nOev (pro edOev) BC* 604 Sodsimae syr (ut veniret lat) 
xvi. 4. autres (pro ζητε) B**' (syr word serves for either expression 
but actually pers" gives this petit following other B sympathy) 
xvii. 8. avTov ἐν μονον Be cum Sod (and 8! w avtov povor) Cf. 
syr and copt and see under “ Coptic influence” as well. 
15. κυριε ἔλεησον μου τον vwov pov ΒΤ, Cf. syr sol κυριε μου 
ἔλεησον με o vlogs μου. . . et aeth Domine miserere mei filiique 
mel 
XVill. 19. εξ υμων (pro vuwr) NBDL al. pauc. syr latt 
xxii. 9/10/11/12. See under ‘“‘ Improvement.” As sah repeats the beth 
in verses 9, 11 and 12 and syr does not, it is probable that 
syr is the chief influence in NBL in verse 10. 
xxv. 23. > muctos ns Bh γ᾽ syr soli (et hoc loco et ver 21h 7 syr; in 
ver 21 vg®) quia super pauca fidelis ὁ (—7s) 
42. I do not know whether we ought to attribute + καὶ before 
εδυψησα here to syriac influence, but only BL add with syr 
pesh diatess and aeth (not exhibited in Walton’s translation, 
but present in the text). | W-H tat]. 

Add to the above an interesting place at vi. 1 where for ἐλεημοσυνὴν 
of most Greeks and k, δικαιοσυνην is read by N**BD fF zt?! syr sin lier, 
while doow is given by that early corrector N* with boh and syr cu (wpa 
Ephr). The end of the words for ‘‘ gift” and “righteousness” is the 
same in Syriac. δικαίοσυνὴν and docw probably grew out of a revision, 
comparing with 8... But in verse 3 all have ἐλεημοσυνην. 

[Observe the scant support NB get from the ms W in all the above. | 


As to “ Form.” 


I have neglected most small matters of form, as εὐπαν, καταβατω, 
μεταβα, φοβεισθε, μουχευθηναι (pro μουιχασθαι), etc. 

I might call attention to Matt. xxviii. 4 where NBC*DL 33 have 
eyevnOnoav and the rest eyevovto with Dion? Hus, while syr sin omits the 
verb altogether. 


t+ Harris gives 892 for δικαιοσυνὴν in verse 2, 
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Observe Mark i. 27 εθαμβηθησαν SB and all except D who with 
Orig writes εἐθαμβησαν, while W alone has εθαυμαζον. (In Luke iv. 36 
the expression is καὶ eyeveto θαμβος). 


Synonyms. 
Matt. 
xili, 80. ayps N* ete L Chr 1/3 See also 
ews BD Chr 1/3 Eulog xxvill. 15 ews ND) 213 Orig 1/2 
μεχρι C rell et δὲν Chr 1/3 expt ΘΒ rell Orig 1/2 
C and D alone are constant re- 
This tells a tale of preferences. spectively in both places. 


Cf note on περιίυπερ under Luke vi. 28. 
Cf Matt. xx. 20 am avtov (pro παρ avtov) BD 604 (latt sah). 


Xxi. 2, κατεναντι NBCDLZ® 892 min’ Orig”*® Hus 1/2 (parallel Mark 
xi. 2 and Luke xix. 30 κατεναντι all) 
atevavtt- Ei rell Orig®* Eus 1/2 
xxvll. 24. κατεναντι. BD soli et W-H txt 

ἀπέναντι ὃ rell et Acta Pil 

61. κατεναντι D®! 
απεναντι SB rell 
ἐπι Wo 

Mark 


ΧΙ. 2. κατεναντι. _fere omn (parallel Matt. xxi. 2, Luke xix. 30) 
ΧΙ]. 41. avevavte BU 88 min? Dam 
κατενώπιον (fam 18) 
κατεναντί ἃξ rell et D et Origr® 
ΧΙ]. 3. KaTevavTe omn 
Luke 
xix: 80. xatevayvte _fere omn (parallel Mark xi. 2, Matt. xxi. 2) 

I think this tells the tale, without going outside the Gospels. In 
Matt. xxi. 2 xatevayts has been borrowed from the parallels (Mark xi. 2, 
Luke xix. 30) where κατεναντι stands without variation. Why should 
“ Antioch” vary uselessly in Matthew? It is the group SBLZ which 
“accommodated.” The adhesion of D is nothing, for he prefers xatevayte 
alone at Matt. xxvii. 61 and goes with B alone at Matt. xxvii. 24, while 
Eus is to be seen using both expressions in Matt. xxi. 2. I repeat: 

Matt. 


ΧΧΙ. 2. κατεναυύ NBCDULZ Orig 1/2 Eus 1/2 (contra rell et Orig 1/2 
Eus 1/2) 
xxvil. 24. catevavte BD soli (contra rell omn) 
61. κατεναντίι JD solus (contra rell omn) 
These are the only occasions where the word is used in St. Matthew. 
Could there be a prettier picture that ἀπέναντι is Matthaean? In the 
only place where we have the conspiracy of NBCDLZ both Orig and Eus 
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are found to hold both readings, of which κατέναντι was preferred by 
the mss. Where their testimony is absent B ventures to join D in one 
place and not in the other. D alone is consistent in all three places. 
If D be right, the others are clearly wrong in not giving us κατεναντι in 
all three places. 

But I am pretty sure that απεναντι is Matthaean, and κατεναντι 
Marcan. Note again the Marcan wording: 


Mark 
xl. 2. xatevavte all but a few scattering witnesses. 


xl. 41. κατεναντὶ all and 69-124 (and κατενωπιον 138-346-556) except 
BU min” Dam ἀπεναντι 
ΧΙ]. 8. κατεναντέ all 
And note in St. Luke: 
xix. 90. xatevavte all but a few scattering witnesses. 

So that although B tries to obscure the issue again in Mark (where 
the absence of 8D shows he is wrong) he cannot do it. azrevayts remains 
Matthaean, and κατέναντι Marcan and Lucan. 

[In the epistles κατενωπίον is the expression. Hence the reading 
above of part of the 13 family.] But it is just in such places that our 
tables of synoptic wording have become muddled owing to the use of the 
Westcott and Hort text. 

As to araytaw, συνανταω, vravtaw see under “‘ Coptic” at Matthew 
EW. 


Grammatical Changes : 


Of voice, of mood, of tense [and see separately for historic present], 
of case, of number, and of order. 


Change of Voice. 
Matt. 
ΧΙ]. 22. προσηνεγκαν avtw δαιμονιζομενον Tuprov καὶ κωφον ΒΒ (syrr 


diatess sah boh aeth) against all Greeks and Latins: 
προσηνεχθὴ avtw δαιμονιζομενος τυῴλος Kat κωφος. 

This is a most important passage, for it is uncomplicated by the 
parallel Luke xi. 14 (q.v.). It also involves a change of case. 

Hort has the temerity to place it in his text on the sole authority of 

st and versions, against ND and all other Greeks and all the Latins 
conjoined. Soden now adds ἃ (6 80) and his 1444, but not Sinai 260. 

Of many minor variations in this passage and in this verse we need 
not take account here. The plain fact remains that B followed the 
versions here with the active voice, and from the form it is coptic rather 
than syr which (with ff, h) expresses “‘ and they brought to him a certain 
demoniac who was dumb and blind ”’ (sy7 pesh; ‘‘ blind and deaf” sy7 cw). 

The matter is in a nutshell here for any who will examine it. 


— πη νδεν. 
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Matt. 


x1x. 20. εφυλαξα (pro εφυλαξαμη) NBDL 1 22 Ath against the 
rest and Origen Ath*' Chr. In Mark x. 20 εφυλαξα is read by 
AD 28 892 Clem Orig (the more semitic ἐποίησα by fam 1 2¥° 
syr sin, as Ephr Aphr in Matthew) but edvrataunv by NB 
rell. In Luke xviii. 21 εφυλαξα by NABL fam 1 Dial against 
εφυλαξαμην D and the rest. The question may well be asked 
why sy7 sin uses ἐποίησα only in Mark, with fam 1 2" This 
Marcan recension must be further enquired into. Servavi 
is there used by vg?™® See further remarks under the head 
of ‘‘ Improvement.” 

Observe at Matt. xxvii. 57 ΝΟΌΣ fam 1 33 273 604 Hust 17, but no 
others, change the voice of ἐμαθητευσεν, by B and the rest, to εμαθητευθη, 
probably because it follows καὶ autos, 

μαθητευω is essentially Matthaean (and only occurs elsewhere once 
in Acts xiv. 21 μαθητευσαντες). At Matt xii. 52 we read μαθητευθεις, 
and at xxviii. 19 μαθητευσατε. I only mention it to show how liberties 
are taken, even when the combination δὲ 1 33 604 includes Ὁ. B is 
absent here from this combination and on the active side, and rightly, 
for the classical synonyms are generally used in the active voice. 

Ignatius (ad Rom ὃ v) however: “Εν δὲ τοῖς ἀδικήμασιν αὐτῶν μᾶλλον 
μαθητεύομαι" ἀλλ᾽ οὐ παρὰ τοῦτο δεδικαίωμαι ᾿᾿ uses the middle. 


Change of Mood. 


xl. 36. ὃ λαλησουσιν (prooeav λαλησωσιν) NB (and D do λαλουσιν) 
against the rest and L and Orig. (See further under ‘‘ Traces 
of Syriac.”’) 


Change of Participle Tense: aorist for present. 


xi. 18. σπείραντος (pro σπειροντο)ὺ N*BXW® 33 213 οι" Hust 4 
soli [seminantis latt copt (syr), D rell σπείροντος] 
24. σπειραντι (pro σπείροντ) NBMXWAITI min aliq latt pl et 
verss [sed seminanti dh k ὃ vg® et rell gr et D| 
It looks as if while omepavts may be right in xii. 24 that 
σπείροντι is right in xii. 18 and that NBXW® there are merely trying 
to equate the two passages, which should not equate but differ 
slightly. 

ΧΙ, 23. συνιεὶς (pro cumwv) NBD"® 238 892 Sod™ Orig. This 
appears very deliberate, as much for the sake of euphony 
with omapes perhaps or for contradistinction of the pair 
ακουων. «συνίων as for anything else:..o7apes ovtos ἐστιν o 
Tov λογον akovwy Kat cuviets. They do not write συνεὶς but 
cuviers SO that apparently the present participle is intended 

D 
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ἊΝ but in a different form. But see Rom. iii. 11 where συνίων is 
accepted by all. 
Observe however B at Luke xxiv. 45 alone writing συνεῖναι (aor. inf.) 
for συνιεναι. (W ovvetevat.) 
Xxili. 17. 0 αγιασας (pro o αγιαζω) NBDZ 892 ὦ (d no doubt 
following his Gk, because all other Latins are against d). 
No cursives appear to join NBDZ besides 892, and sah 
boh arm aeth with the Latin appear to be against the 
change. I believe o ayacas to be an “improvement,” 
followed however by Soden as well as Hort. The place, 
however, should be considered in connection with: 
21. κατοικουντι (pro κατοικησαντ)Ἠ NBHS® fam 1 fam 18 etc. 
txt. recept. latt copt et verss vid. Here CDLZITAII al une’ 
oppose with κατοικησαντι, as do WW and as does 892. 
Here the versions reverse their position and go with NB. One’s 
preference would be against NB in xxiii. 17 and with them in xxii. 21 
where they hold the textus receptus. 
Hort has a very unsatisfactory solution, for he places αγιᾶσας in his 
text verse 17 without marginal comment, while in verse 21 against 
κατοικουντί he has in his margin κατοικησαντι, so there seems to have 


been no system, unless D was considered an absolute balancing factor. 
Soden has ayiacas and κατοικησαντι. 


As to Infinitive. 


Interchange of present and aorist infinitive and imperative. 
Examples : 


aii. 10. -ϑεράπευχαι ΦΘΕΝΤΙ rere Serna are: eae sides. 
θεραπευν —— BB rel 


Xl. 3. σπείραι SDLMXW minn alig 
σπειρειν B rell 
xvi. 21. decxvuva ΒΝ cum Orig®™ [Soden adds nothing | 
δεικνυειν ὡς rell et Origsre 
XXIll. 23. αφειναι NBL xs? 709 
agvevat CD rell omn 


As to infinitive tenses cf Orig Eus ad Matt xxiii. 37 επισυναξαι 
(pro emurvvayayew) and cf Lue. 


Imperative. 
v. 42. dos NBDW fam 13 [non 346] 892 Sod": Ῥδὰο Clem 
διδου plur 
xix. 17. rnpe BD soli et W-H txt (τηρη 2°°) 


τηρῆσον NCL rell 


B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 35 


ae Soatxxu. 17. εἰπὸν LZ 33 
xvill. 17. evrov NL Orig against eve NB rell 
εἰπτε B rell Cyr Bas and xxiv. 3. erov Li 1 33 
against ere δὲ Β rell 
Xxl. 2. πορευεσθε NBDLZ) min” Orig Hus Chr 
πορευθητε C rell 


Change of Case. 
Genitive Absolute. 


vill. 1. καταβαντος δὲ avtov (pro καταβαντι δὲ avtw) BC(Z)W Sod 
and δὲν 892 min alig W-H & Sod tat 

As this is the first case to be noticed, it should be observed most 
carefully that N* does not do this here. So that N opposes B at 
the very outset of a series in ch. vil. as to what is, I am convinced, 
a deliberate change. The point is that, as Burgon expressed 10,7 writing 
upon “style”: “The attentive reader of 5. Matthew’s Gospel is aware 
that a mode of expression which is siz times repeated in his viii‘® and 
ix" chapters is perhaps only once met with besides in his Gospel,— 
viz. in his xxi** chapter.’”’ Burgon referred to vill. 1 καταβαντι avo, 
vill. 5 εἰσέλθοντι τω 1., vill. 23 εμβαντι avtw, vill. 28 ελθοντι avtw, ix. 27 
καὶ παραγοντι Tw 1., ix. 28 eovte de, xxi. 23 καὶ ἔλθοντι avTw. 

Now as B does not change all these datives, it might be thought 
that ‘“‘ Antioch”’ for some reason had made a harmonious whole and 
turned some genitives into datives in the supposed revision. It is just 
here that NS offers its important testimony, for N does not use the 
genitive on the first occasion, thereby showing that it was Egypt which 
revised some of St. Matthew’s datives, and not Antioch which cancelled 
some genitives. See further remarks under this head in St. Luke and 
St. John. 

The second case occurs four verses later, at :— 

vill. 5. εἰσέλθοντος δὲ αὐτου NBCZ 892 min aligq W-H ὦ Sod txt 
(Orig εἰσέλθοντος του κυριου) 
but εἰσέλθοντι de avTw all the rest 
villi. 28. καὶ ελθοντος αὐτου BC et δὲν ᾧ Sod et Sod*t 892 min 
pauc (και ἔλθοντων avtwy δὲ ἢ 
Kat ἔλθοντι avTw all the rest 
ΧΧΙ. 23. καὶ ἔλθοντος αὐτου ΝΒΟΌΙΦ 1 fam 18 88 604 899 
Sod’ [non al.] Orig bis W-H & Sod trt 
Kat ελθοντι avTw the rest 

What is this but a Greek “improvement”? The small limited group 

speaks for itself. 


t ‘Last twelve verses of St. Mark,’ p. 141. 
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It is noteworthy that avtw διδάσκοντι remains unchanged later in 
the verse (although some Latins and Syr omit dvdacKovt1, expressed by 
the other Latins ad ewm docentem) so that the dative absolute rather 
hangs together throughout: καὶ ελθοντὶ avtw εἰς To Lepov προσηλθον 
αὐτῷ διδασκοντι. ee 

See beyond in the other Gospels as to Genitive Absolute, where we 
find the same revision to the Genitive in St. Mark, but nothing of the 
kind in St. Luke and St. John, because there were no datives to revise ! 


Kind of Accusative Absolute (involving Change of Order). 
Matt. 
xxvl. 40. L alone [ Soden adds no others] changes evpev avtous καθευδοντας 
to evpev καθευδοντας auTous 
Observe in the parallel in LuKE xxii. 45 NBDLTY do the same: 
ευρεν κοιμωμενους auTovs instead of evpey avtovs Koy. Observe 
further that T is a graeco-sahidic, and therefore this Greek is contrary to 
coptic order. Note that ὦ (alone of Latins) follows with dormientes eos, t 
and note that in Matt. xxvi. 48, Mark xiv. 37 40 no change is made in the 
order, and it becomes a personal matter where the change ts made. 
To this add: 
xvi. 25. Among a tremendous variety of readings distributed over the 
“clever”? Mss, the usual reading ote εἰσῆλθεν by the mass of 
Greeks is confirmed by the versions, but where D d bn use a 
dative (absolute) εἰσέλθοντι, and 33 a genitive abs. ελθοντων 
avtwy, and Sod” fam 18 εἰσελθοντων, and a is content with 
intrantes, ® and B use an accusative, N* εἰσελθοντα εἰς τὴν 
oux., BN 1 892 ελθοντα evs ovx. In view of the immense 
variety of expressions [see under ‘“‘ Differences between δὲ and 
B”’| it must fairly be admitted that NB are improvising. 
Now note: 
xxvi. 71, where NBLZ 892 min pauc do not care for an acc. absolute, 
for they suppress αὐτὸν in εξέλθοντα de avtov, the reading 
of nearly all others. D® Evst 17 have εξέλθοντος δὲ αὐτου (d 
latin wanting) and the Latins mostly favour exeunte autem 
illo, but an “egressus.”” As to ὦ 7 they actually give us a 
Latin acc. absolute ‘‘exeuntem autem illum,” ff as printed 
‘“‘exeunte autem illum,” σι ‘‘ exeuntem illo.” 
W confirms εξελθοντα δὲ avrov, and from the Latin testimony it looks 
as if αὐτὸν had been suppressed by NBLZ. 


+ As if ‘‘ dormientibus illis invenit eos.”’ 

But not elsewhere in the other four passages (Matt. and Mark), so that, as I have 
often thought throughout the study of Luke, the conjunction of D with NBL has a different 
significance in this Gospel to what it has elsewhere. It is not “‘ Western” agreeing with 
NBL, but NBLD in St. Luke’s Gospel the outcome of some common text tradition. 
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Change of Case. 
Matt. 
x. 16. εἰς To μεσον λυκων B (for ev τῶ μεσω Avewr) fh, k vg® (Lucif). 
This is clear “improvement” after αποστελλὼω vuas. Cf also 
Matt. xxvii. 5. (Note Ὁ] at Luke x. 3 μεσον λυκων). 

25. τω οικοδεσποτηὴ and τοῖς οικίακοις B* alone (pro τον οἰκοδεσποτὴν 
and τοὺς οἰκιακους) (governed by ἐπεκάλεσαν) ; common text is 
εκαλεσαν, but nearly all authorities are for emexadX. emixarew 
would seem to favour a dative, while καλέω (except in middle) 
takes accusative. Lachmann and W-H mg follow B. 

xiv. 19. eu tov χόρτο NBC*IWS® Sod”. 1. 22:33 af Origa" 
W-H Sod tat 
emt Tov xoptov D16 61 892 latt sah boh pl aeth arm (syr cu) 
emt Tous χορτους ΟἿ ΕΝ rell unc omn min pl [non verss praeter 
boh® syr sin ? | 
emt τὴν (της) γὴν (yns)  dboh*® syr pesh 
ἐπι TOU YOPTOUS 810 L (ef Exax nexopToc sah) 

Whether ‘‘ herbage” plural or ‘‘ grass” singular is original cannot 
be determined. I incline to the reading of D, regarding the genitive after 
ἐπι here as an “‘improvement’”’ of NB Origen. 

The foregoing is more important than it seems, for very close after 
occurs another case which I think illustrates the matter perfectly, and 
fixes the authorship of both changes as that of Origen. 

xiv. 25. ἐπὶ τηνθαλασσαν NBPT°WA@® Sod 1 [non 118-209] 
fam 18 22 238 Sod*:*"" Orig 
emt τῆς θθλασσης CD rell Huss 

Observe this is a change in inverse ratio to the last. The genitive of 
rest—(we can almost see Origen at work)—belongs to ἐπὶ τοῦ χόρτου in 
ver 19, but the accusative of motion belongs to ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν in ver 25. 
Tisch emphasises our point for us by saying of Origen “ praeterea notat : 
ov γεγραπται ἡλθεπρος avToUS περίπατων ETL TA κυματα, αλλ επι Ta VOATA.” 
Clearly then Origen employed the accusative after ἐπὶ here as of motion 
on or over the waters, and the accusative must be an emendation for the 
poor fisherfolk’s Greek genitive. 

It is true that in the next verse 26 NBCD(T") have ants QUTOV επί TNS 
θαλασσης περίπατουντα and not ems τὴν Oar. περιπ. as the rest, but I doubt 
whether this affects my contention, as “‘ they saw him on the sea.. 
walking.’ Besides it is a delicate point as to the exact case which emu 
should govern here. 

My point seems well taken, because a little further on δὲ gets an 
opportunity and avails of it (xvi. 19) to exhibit the difference between 
δησης emt τῆς γῆς, Which he leaves unchanged, and Xvons ewe τῆς γῆς, 
which latter he changes to λυσὴης ere THY γην. 

But these little things were done in passing, because at xvi. 18 
λυσητε ere της ys (following δησητε ere τῆς yns) is left unchanged hy N. 
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xxv. 18. See p. 67. Nothing further occurs until 
7, where NBDMO® fam 1 (118 hesitans) fam 13 [non 124] 106 


XXVI. 


XXVil. 


Vi. 


Χ]]. 


xii. 


[ xvii. 
XVli. 
XXV. 

XXVl. 


ἜΧΗΙΣ 


48. 


92. 


16. 


2. 


ol. 


52. 


301 604 et Hvst*eee™ prefer ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλης for ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν 
of the rest and Basil. In Mark xiv. 3 a partitive genitive is 
used κατέχεεν αὐτου της κεφαλὴς (—e7t). Perhaps the Marcan 
diction influenced NBD in Matthew. The presence of ten 
Lectionaries and but few cursives lends some emphasis. 
πεποιθεν ἐπὶ To Oew 8B 213 alone for vez. ewe τον θεον with 
latt?! [non ὁ ἃ f σι vg?®8| with Hus 1/2 and Juvencus. Apart 
from possible Latin sympathy, it would seem to be the most 
delicate appreciation among Greeks of the alternative case to 
use after a certain shade of meaning of the verb. I class it here 
and under Latin, as well as under solecisms of B. Observe Hus is 
on both sides. Hort put tw θεω in his margin. 


Change of Number. 


See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 


. av€avovow and Kxoriwow and νηθουσν NB Sod fam 1 4 33 


273 Sod Ath copt et verss for av&ave .. xoTia . . νηθει (after 
Ta κρίνα τοῦ aypou) of all the rest. Soden txt plural as well as 
Hort. 

επιζητουσιν (pro επιζητει) after ta Orn =NB min pauc copt 
contra rell. We have to assume that all others strove for im- 
provement by writing the verb singular, or that NB thought 
it best to employ the plural. Soden txt plural like Hort. 


«ἔμεινεν (pro euevvav) see under “ Syriac.”’ | 
. (Improvement) εφαγον for εφαγεν NB 08. W-H not Sod. This 


follows εἰσῆλθεν, but is accommodated to the previous verse 
3 οὐκ aveyvwte τί ἐποίησε AGO οτι ἐπείνασεν (αυτος) και οἱ μετ᾽ 


autov. Obs. here that the coptics oppose NB and have εφαγεν. 


. ἐξανετείλαν (pro εξανετείλεν) B only with vg and some latins 


‘“‘exorta sunt” (and k fructicaverunt) and coptic. 
axovovow (pro axovet) following wta (to accord with Brerovew, 
following however οφθαλμοι) NBCDMX® al Orig latt contra 
unc" al. pl. 

L (and HUY) change eyevero following ἐματία αὐτου to ἐγένοντο. 
Not so Ds" (although d is facta sunt) nor B rell. It is 
mentioned to show the tendency as represented by L. | 


. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
: συναχθησονται (pro συναχθησεται) as to mavta ta εθνὴη 


NBDGKLUII al. 
διασκορπισθησονταῖι (pro -σέται) as to Ta προβατα 
SABCGH*ILM al. copt Orig 1/2 
ἤγερθησαν (pro nyep9n) as to πολλα σωματα by NBDGL [non 
W] min perpauc copt Orig Eus ὑπ Cyr) seems clearly 
Egyptian. 
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[The singular verb after neuter pl. is not unusual in N.T. Greek. 
Cf Matt xii. 4 κατεφαγεν all as to τα πετεινα, although some have ηλθον. 
The Latins and d all venerunt and comederwnt incl. d agst D* 
mrOov .. xatepayev. The cases mentioned above trace to the “ version 
influence”? and predominantly to the coptic, which favours the plural 
after these neuters. But observe that W avoids all this. | 

The point here raised seems to me to be of a good deal of importance 
and quite interesting. At first sight the narrow view may be that 
these few Egyptian Mss, representing as Hort might have said ‘“‘ the 
watchful scholars of Alexandria,” are preserving ‘‘ the true text” with 
their plural verbs, and that ‘‘ Antioch,” in a purist mood, changed them 
to the singular after the neuter plurals. To do this ‘‘ Antioch”? would 
have had to forget the versions ringing in its ears, and have outdone 
Alexandria in an affectation of purism in its Greek. Since the 
Egyptian practice however, as represented by the Copts, is to employ the 
verb in the plural number in such cases, it is more likely that these few 
Egyptian mss (plus some others in certain of the cases) displaced the 
singular in the Greek from an innate habit in such cases. It would not 
merit so much attention if we did not find these mss habitually revising 
throughout. But as we do, and as we shall prove this in these pages, I 
consider the probabilities are that the singular number employed by the 
“traditional” text is the correct base and was modified in Egypt, owing 
to the ‘‘ version tradition.”’ The cases at vi. 28, 32 and xiii. 5 (B alone) 
are to be considered more especially in this connection. 


Change of Order. 
Matt. 
v1. 99. > και την δικαιοσυνὴν Kat τὴν βασίλειαν αὐτου B alone 
x1. 9. » προφητὴν wWew for We * προφητην ; N*BZW 892 Sod™* Orig 
26. > evdoxia evyeveto NBW Sod 1 33 892 k (copt) Sod tat 

ΧΙ]. 44. > εις Tov οἰκον pov ἐπιστρέψω NBDZ 7 33 892 acth against 

rell and all other versions. Sod txt follows NB. 

ΧΙ]. 39. > 0 δὲ εχθρος ἐστιν 0 σπειρας avta o διαβολος ΒΒ alone 

ἐστιν alone occupies this position in B. He may have 
hesitated as to omission of avta, or of eyOpos as some. 

xiv. 18. > pepete pou woe avtovs (pro φερετε μοι avtouvs woe.) NBZ 
33 vg? only. This is a small matter but an almost impossible 
order, and against sah and (boh). wée is omitted (and the 
“neutral” text me judice is without it) by Dd 1 boh aliq 
syr cu sin it?! [the vulgates vary the order tremendously | 
vg* No doubt it was added in the margin of the parents 
of NBZ and found its way into the wrong place in the 
text. Soden however follows Hort and NBZ. 
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Matt. 
xv1. 21. > ore dec αὑτον evs ΪἹεροσολυμα αἀπέλθεν NBD® 1 fam 1333157 


ys" e Orig Tren’ Hil (for ore dec avtov απέλθειν evs Iepoo.). The 
change savours of improvement but Soden likes and adopts it. 

xvil. 4. >oxnvas τρεῖς Be (cf Luc ix. 88) W-H marg. 

xix, 16. » προσελθων avtw εἰπεν (pro προσέλθων εἰπεν avtw) NB Sod 

fam 13 157 892 Sod (et txt) e f sah arm aeth Chr Auct? imp 
(Just) against the rest and syr. This involves a change in 
the sense. Boh and Old Latins a ὃ c g h q complete with 
προσελθων AUTW εἰπεν AUTO. 

It is rather indeterminate, for while Justin?! says προσέλθοντος auto 
τίνος καὶ εὐποντος, in Trypho he says λέγοντος avtw τινος (Clem»™ and 
Marcos" are indeterminate). 

XXll. 28. >ev τὴ avactace οὐ NBD fam 1 fam 18 2° (Sod) 604 
Sod'es boh syr (om ovy syr sin) for ev τὴ ovy avactacet 
of nearly all other Greeks and sah. Soden follows Hort 
and NBDL. 

It seems to bea sheer improvement. D joins probably because 
d had it with the other Latins, who had already changed the 
order when translating, as syr pesh (but sy7 sin omits). What 
reason on earth could there be for poor “‘ Antioch” to change 
to ev Tn ovy αναστασει ? 
40. (involving change of number) A most important place : 

εν TavTals ταῖς δυσιν ἐντολαῖς ολος (om NIJ syr diatess copt) 
0 νομὸς >KpemaTat Kat or προφηταί NBDLZ>Y 88 892 (pro 
εν ταῦτ. τ. δυσιν εντ. OOS O νομὸς και OL προφηται KPEMAVTAL 
We unc’ rell min et fam 1 18 604 2° omn) 

The change is very old but still looks like ‘improvement.’ With 
NBDLZ> 33 892 are ranged the Latins including Tert“™ with syrr [but 
diatess™ “are hung the law and the prophets,” as aethi™ “pendent tota 
lex et prophetae’’; notice the order], while for W® and the mass, 
including all the important cursives (but 33 892) are to be added sah boh 
very distinctly—sah: ‘‘The law and the prophets are hanging on these 
two commandments,” boh: ‘‘On these commandments two the law with 
the prophets were hung ’’—together with Clem?’ (ev toutw ολος ο vomos Kat 
οὐ προφηται κρεμανται, and: ev TavTais λεγει TALS ἐντολαῖς ολον TOV νομὸν Kat 
τους προφητας κρεμασθαι τε καὶ εξηρτησθαι), also Orig 1/5 and Orig? *. 
Basil is on both sides. Thus it is by no means certain that NB are 
right. Their great allies the sah and boh desert them,f and I prefer the 
harder reading of W. (Soden tat follows Hort and NB etc.) 

xxiv. 44. >7% ov δοκειτε wpa (pro ἡ wpa ov doxerte) NBDI 604 892 d vg 

boh Ath contra rell 
It is a little suspicious for Ath joins, and Li says ἡ wpa 7 ov 
doxe:te, not going with NB, but Sod follows Hort and NBDI. 


+ Piainly then neither sah nor boh used δ or Β. 
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Matt. 
xxvi. 36. > exer προσευξωμαι (pro προσευξ. Exel) NBDL fam 69 [non 


124] 88 157 892 Sod® et trtabcdf ffrh qr sah boh Orig™ 
(ffi gi. aeth illue et orem). This is a place where with a 
good many others (not noticed) copt and Jat together support 
NB. Read exes evEouar 604 [non —; corrige ed.| after the 
Egyptian form. 
Thus at xxvi. 39 προελθων (for προσελθων) BMII* are supported by 
Latin ‘“ progressus” (d only accedens) and sah boh very distinctly also 
support προελθων. 


Historic Present. 


“Tt will be seen in the following lists that the ‘ historic present’ is 
very frequent in Mark’s narrative, comparatively rare in Matthew’s, and 
extremely rare in Luke’s.... Now if (as we see was probably the case 
in other matters) Matthew and Luke made this change of phraseology 
from Mark, they were only preferring a more usual to a less usual mode 
of expression. For it appears from the LXX that the employment of 
the historic present had been up to this time by no means common with 
the writers of the sacred story in the Kowy or Hellenistic Greek... 
And Dr. J. H. Moulton says that it is common in the papyri.” (‘ Hore 
Synoptice,’ Hawkins, pp. 1484.) 

It follows from this that St. Matthew and St. Luke changed the 
historic present of St. Mark’s source if that source was a written one 
and the one from which they drew. Or that they found in their “Θ᾿ 
few historic presents, or if they found them that they changed them.t 

Then, later, the papyri show us, and Alexandrian second and third 
century writers bear this out, that the historic present, and especially the 
imperfect, came into vogue. Hence the changes in this direction found 
in δὲ and B in Matthew, Luke and John (cf. Matt xiv. 19 κελευει Orig 2/3). 

If one consults Tischendorf at Apoc. xii. 13 as to εδιωξεν, we read in 
his note: ‘‘ N° εξεδιωξεν (N* corrupte edwxev).” But it is nothing of the 
sort. edwxev is corrupte for ἐδίωκεν. I found this confirmed by the full 
commentary of Oecumenius in Apoc 146 (Messina®’) where the imperfect 
stands in his text and is repeated three times over in his commentary. 
Gigas’ latin also gives the imperfect. I mention this in an introductory 
manner, because the text of Oecumenius’ Ms of the Apoc. is thoroughly 
Alexandrian and unites the base of δὲ and A, and this (unpublished) 
passage gives us a true picture of Alexandrian usage. See my article on 
Oecumenius in American Journ. of Philology, Oct. 1913. 


1 Hiat 13; προσευξωμαι κακει 124. Om exer 4.2°° arm syr. 

1 This ‘‘Q” business seems to me to lack a proper foundation. St. Luke’s language 
is so utterly his own that he could hardly have used any other written source than notes 
prepared for his own use. Consult Dr. Hobart’s work on the ‘Medical Language of 
St. Luke,’ Dublin, 1882. Every page of St. Luke’s Gospel is saturated with his own way 
of expressing matters, now expanding, now contracting the narrative, but ever with a 
method, a manner and a diction which are personal. 


42 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 
Matt. 
Xl. 28. λεγουσιν (pro εὐπιν) NBCD 33 (Sod) 157 892 Soa?* 41 
latt pl (against rell and f ff, ¢ sah boh arm aeth) 

How come δὲ to desert coptic here? The authorities do not agree 
about this verse, for B drops the δουλοιὶ so as to make a pair o δὲ edn 
αὑτοῖς. . ob δὲ λεγουσιν avTw, and BC write avtw λεγουσιν while ND 
Aeyovow avtw; and edn at the beginning is changed to the present 
by the Latins ait. Cf the next verse φησιν or λεγει NBC Jatt (all 
varying among themselves) against εφη and εὐπεν of the majority. Cf also 
long quotation from Epiph™*"> in Tisch. showing some interesting 
variations. (—avtw Sod! cum pers). 

ΧΙ. 52. Neyes (pro emev) B**DI 892 Sod)? 1442 ug it 

But this is more than a historic present (Aeyovow avTw vat " λεγεί 
avtols...) to conform to the λεγουσιν preceding, for it shows that when 
reyes follows Aeyovow thus, B° does not object as the historic present is 
maintained, while elsewhere to avoid tautology (see under ‘‘ Improvement "ἢ 
Matt. xu. 48, Luke ix. 21) Aeyovts is substituted for ewrovte following 
ELTTEV. 

We shall see much more later on of the historic imperfect favoured 
by the Alexandrian school and B. An illustration offers at Matt. ix. 9 
of δὲ (who also elsewhere prefers this) deliberately siding with D 21 892 
d alone of all authorities (+ Sod"* et Sod txt!) for nxoNovGer here instead 
of ηκολουθησεν, which should be noted, as it opposes all other Greeks, and 
all Latins (but d) and both coptics. 

In the very next verse but one (ix. 11) NBCLW 892 a/l@"" prefer 
ἔλεγον With many latins to εὐπὸν against the rest and d k copt. Soden txt 
does not adopt ελεγον although his same new MSS as in ix.9do so. Again 

1x. 19. ηκολουθι NCD 33 Sod'® (non tat) latt!'; nxorovOncev B rell 

: : ᾿ρορέ Κα 
23. They prefer this historic imp. even above the historic present, 
having here ἔλεγεν NBD 892 it?! boh, against dixit ὁ gi h 

k sah syr Sod? εἰπεν, and λέγει CW unc’ gr mult 

The same applies to ix. 830 where NB* fam 1 22 892 (those faithful 
adherents, see at vi. 5, 18) Sod’ et tat prefer ενεβριμηθη to ενεβριμησατο 
of all the rest and versions (but comminabatur by aethit Walton) | 

xv. 25. mpocexuver (pro προσεκυνησε) N*BDM 1 fam 13 33 al. tat 
rec Orig bc ἃ ffi giz k boh""s (sah adorans) 

This is against all other uncials and W for προσεκυνησεν including boh. 
(At xv. 31 B has εδοξασαν with most, but NL min*® and Latin have 

εδοξαζον. I mention it because k* not content with clarifica- 
bant actually has clarificant.) 
xv. 86. εδιδου (pro εδωκεν) NBD 1 fam 13 33 157 892 ἃ Chr Thdormers shel 

This against the other Greeks, all other Latins and versions. Why 
should the ““ Antioch” revision have constantly cancelled the historic 
imperfect? Far more likely that NB made the changes. A scholion 
is always a dangerous adherent for them, as here. We would surely 


oe 
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find a trace of dabat ina or e or k if legitimate. This remark is the 
more apposite because immediately afterwards at xv. 37 B alone with D 
and nearly all Latins has an important change of order which is clearly 
influenced by the Latin. (εδιδου xv. 36, Sod'*** only new witness, but also 
Sod tat). 


Matt. 


xvii. 20. ο δὲ Aeyet (pro o Se εἰπε) NBD 1 fam 18 33 it?! syr et Sod 
txt contra C rell gr et a f gon q copt. 
xviii. 25. eyes (pro evyev) Not content here with evyey and habebat of 
all Latins, B with only Sod 1 56 58 124 Sod’ Orig 1/2 
makes a deliberate change to the present. 
xix. 21. Neyer (pro edn) B Sod®° and fam 13 only of Greeks, with latt. 
xxl. 13. This is a very important place (following xxi. 1/12 where the 
synoptic influences are all at work). NBL 124 [contra fam] 
892 with boh aeth’ Orig 2/4 and Hus (and only these + Sod") 
read ποίειτε, making an historic present of it, ‘‘ but ye make it 
a den of thieves.’’ 604 avoids it and against it are the mass 
including DW with εποίησατε as Basil (and St. Luke), and 
1 Justin Orig 2/4 πεποιηκατε (as St. Mark) and as Jatt ‘“‘fecistis”’ 
with sah arm and Iren™*. But Soden txt prints ποιειτε. 

Now the reason for the change by Orig 2/4 and Hus with boh aeth 
and only NBL 124 892 to wovere appears most subtle. It would make 
three various readings in Matt. Mark and Luke instead of two (= one, 
because aorist = perfect). In Jeremiah vii. 11 no verb is used, the verb 
appearing in versel0. Thus10 fin: το μὴ Tovew παντα τα βδελ. Tavta con- 
tinuing (11) μη σπηλαίων ληστων, 80 that, as “το μὴ Tovew”’ is used, there 
seemed liberty here in Alexandria to employ the favorite historic present. 

xxl. 43. Observe a place emphasising the historic present [which 
here stands unchanged by all] for after δια tovro λέγω vw 
NB Sod? 28 64 118-209 243 2° 604 892 Sod'"8 511 Hust* septem 
with Arnob omit ott. Here boh sah [except boh"*] retain 
the usual introductory xe, as also syr and lat. This matter 
is omitted in Tisch N.T., but supplied in ‘ Emendanda.’ 

Norr.—I dare not extend this essay to cover peculiarities of other Mss. 
Yet note that the historic present is favoured by L alone even when the 
others do not use it, ¢.g. xxil. 4 ἀποστελλει pro απεστείλεν L only, 
although leaving ἀπέστειλεν in ver 8 [Lren vers 3 “et mittenti”; Hil. 
ver 4 “qui vero iterum cum preceptorum conditione mittuntur”]. Τὰ of 
course is close to the “family ’’ NB, and observe soon after that L Orig 
Iren™ are alone in omitting αὐτου at xxii. 6, so that the text is ‘‘old” 
enough for ἀποστέλλει in ver 4 to attract attention. Origen, as I have 
said before, is no fair representative of any pure text, for hereabouts he 
goes Jumping about in his preferences, using ἀνείλεν at xxil. 7 (and 
deliberately, for he repeats αναίρουσι [observe the tense] soon after) with 
fam 1 22 against ἀπώλεσεν of NB rell. Again, ver 8 he omits ἐστιν 
with Chr Dam and ΔῈ only and Sod", 
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I may also call attention to the use by δὲ alone at xxvi. 21 of λέγει 
for evrrev of our Lord’s opening speech at the last supper. 

And as bearing on the freedom with which such matters were handled 
in the time of Tatian, we notice that when quoting St. Johni. 5 (contra 
Graecos) instead of saying καὶ ἡ σκοτία αὐτὸ οὐ κατέλαβεν, Tatian 
SAYS: καὶ τοῦτο ἐστιν ἄρα τὸ εἰρημένον " ἡ σκοτία τὸ φῶς οὐ καταλαμβάνει. 

Next we will consider Harmonistic Readings, and finally General 
Improvement. 


Harmonistic Omissions. 
Matt. 

xx. 16. The final clause πολλοι yap εἰσι KANTOL ολιγοι δὲ ExAEKTOL 18 
removed by NBLZ 36 892 sah boh (some aeth Mss, not 
Walton), but only by these, as being an importation from 
xxii. 14, But Orig’ witnesses for it at this place (besides 
thrice at xxii. 14). The Latins are a unit with all the Syriacs 
(both cw and sim being extant here at xx. 16) for the clause, 
not even 6 or ff or 7, joining what I must regard only as an 
“Egyptian” conspiracy, and so 1 enter this also under 
“Coptic.” It is not a question, I am sure, of the coptics 
sharing an underlying text of NBLZ, for D is against them 
and W and all the rest, nor do the sympathising cursives join 
NB, not even 383, which here keeps with its great friend 
Origen. Here then our xIx century restoration did not give 
us even Origen’s Greek Testament, and Hort accuses him 
e stlentio of having failed to report the “ shorter” text here. 
But Hort had doubts, for he puts the disputed clause in the 
margin. Not so Soden, who simply excludes (with 1 **° ?), 

A light is thrown on the proceeding (but we do not observe these 
things contextually as we should) for at the beginning of the next verse 
B and 1 alone of Gks, with sAH BOH and Orig (only 2/3), write μέλλων 
de avaBawew for και αναβαινων against δὲ and the rest. Thus if the 
text were basic in xx. 16 jim for the “‘ non-interpolation,’ why should N 
desert B here? It must be because B was following sah. 

Again (same verse xx. 17) τοὺς dwdexa (-- μαθητας) is read by NLZ 
and D 1 892 with boh, but sah joins B in writing τοὺς dwdexa μαθητας 
(+avtov sah 1/2), so that sah and B are very close here. As to an 
underlying text, it is δὲ (or syr cw sin τους dwdexa αὐτου) which preserve 
it, for Orig (quater) goes with δὲ against B here. Besides δὲ gives us the 
syr base in the next verse xx. 18 evs θανατον with boh”! pers for ev θανατω 
(which B aeth omit). 

xxl. 80. — Tov θεον BD fam land all latt vett (but fii gi. 1) syr cu sin 
sah arm and Orig, but probably because of Mark xii. 25. 

Xxilll. 38. —epnuos fin. Only BL ff, syr S boh (some) and sah 3/4. The 

group clearly belongs together, except perhaps sy7 8. Origen 

opposes (except Orig™® semel) and Clem arm aeth Hus Cyr 
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Matt. πες 
; Tren** Cypr have it. What is this but a harmonistic 


“shorter” text based on the omission in Luke (xii. 35)? 
Many add ερημος in Luke, but there it would seem that the 
evidence for the ‘‘ shorter text’ is ‘‘overwhelming.” Soden 
does not adduce a single new witness for omission in Matthew. 


Harmonistic Additions. 


vi. 22. σου (post οφθαλμος prim.) B 372 it! vg’® aeth Orig ex 
Luc xi. 34 against δὲ and the rest. 
vill. 9. +raocopevos (post εἰμι uo εξουσιαν) NB 4238 273 372 421 
αὐ (observe the extraordinary comment these six utterly diverse 
cursives offer on the situation, for it 15 not fam 1 or fam 13 
or even 22 or 28, still less 157 or 33 or 892, which add with 
NB; such a point is quite lost by Soden who neglects the 
cursives previously reported, naming only 273 372) boh (sah) 
latt multi Chr (semel!), against all the rest ; comes from Luke 
vii. 8. (The excuse for the Latin [but f ff, 1 vgg? Hier 
and some others do not add] is that the Latin sub potestate 
is rather bare without the addition of constitutus.) 
xv. 38. +as (ante τετρακισχιλιο.) 8 (δ) Sod? 1 fam 13 22 33 157 
Sod"° Vie (sah) arm aeth (ex Marc viii. 9) Sod outdoes W-H 
(marg) adding txt outright. 

NS seems to have been perplexed, for he and boh only omit in Mark, 
while in Matthew he has a change of order alone where he adds [and 
Tisch neglects to accept his witness there by error]. 

Xxlv. 96. ουδὲ 0 wos N**%BD@ 13-124 28 86 Sod™" aeth arm 
it?" syr hier [non sin pesh | 

This must come from Mark xiii. 32 where practically all have it. 
I do not wish to discuss this as it borders on another province of criticism, 
merely pointing out that NB on occasion can add (when it suits them) 
as well as omit. May I ask why other authorities “‘omit’’ here in 
Matthew while retaining in Mark ? 

The O.L. here is very closely related to the Diatess which quotes 
from Mark xii. 32, beginning a new paragraph at ὃ xlii. 32 and running 
Mark xiii. 32/37 straight on. 


Harmonstic Changes. 


x. 13. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
xiv. 5. eres (pro ott) 3B alone with 604 (επειδη NEM) Cf. xxi. 46 
for the parallel under consideration. 

Xvi. 20. ἐπετίμησεν B*D W-H"' de syr cw against the rest and Origa 
(ex Marc et Luc). Soden adduces no new witnesses and excludes. 

xviii. 6. (improvement) περι Tov tpayndov only NBLZ=M 28 157 ys 
Sod*?™ [non tat] Orig 1/2 Bas Cyr (= Marc ix. 42, Luc xvii. 2). 

The Latins here (even e) in Matt have in (against circa Mark, 
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Luke) with most Greeks including 1 13 22 Orig 1/2, while 
only DU ἃ have ez. 
Orig 1/2 is exceedingly suspicious, and why should περι be 
changed if original ? 
Matt. 


xix. 24. τρηματος N*B Orig 1/3 (Orig 1/3 τρυμαλίας cum plur, 
Orig 1/3 τρυπης) 
Mark 
x. 25. τρήματος ®&* sol (Rell τρυμαλιας et Bt; al. τρυπηματος) 


Luke 
xvill. 25. τρήματος NBD 49 (τρυπηματος LR 157 pauc, τρυμαλίας plur) 


Thus N is the only one who did not get tired of turning his pages 
backward and forward and who is consistent throughout. 

(Clem, like Orig, varies: δια της τρυμαλιας της βελ., Sia τρηματος ραφίδος, 
δια τρυπηματος βελ., and fourthly simply dca βελονης.) 

This is a place where we must call in outside assistance to settle a 
textual difficulty, and the matter appears quite simple. 

St. Matthew doubtless wrote δια τρυπηματος ραφιδος, 

St. Mark Rs ,»» δια (της) τρυμαλίιας (της) ραφιδος, 

St. Luke 5, Ola τρηματος βελονης. 

We find NB ἀμ απα τις St. Matthew’s τρυπηματος to St. Luke’s 
τρηματος, but retaining St. Matthew’s padidos. We find N changing 
St. Mark’s τρυμαλιὰς to St. Luke’s τρήματος, while retaining the ραφιδος 
belonging jointly to St. Matthew and St. Mark, which however fam 13 
changes to Bedovns in Mark, as rudely Clem, who mixes up the passages. 

Then we find that while NBD give us correctly τρήματος βελονὴης in 
St. Luke, the others harmonise there by writing, incorrectly, τρυπηματος 
of Matthew or τρυμαλιας of Mark, and many padidos for βελονης. 

I say ‘‘incorrectly’’ because the wording δια τρηματὸς βελονης 
harmonises so beautifully with other medical diction of St. Luke that it 
is hardly possible to challenge the reading of NBD(L) here. I quote from 
Dr. Hobart, ‘ Medical Language of St. Luke,’ Dublin 1882, p. 60: ‘‘ The 
words used by St. Luke are those which a medical man would naturally 
employ, for βελόνη was the surgical needle, and τρῆμα the great medical 
word for a perforation of any kind. But still further, we meet with 
the same expression in Galen: ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ὅτι ῥάμμα Tod διατρήματος 
τῆς βελόνης διηρημένον ἕνεκα τοῦ συνάγειν ἀλλήλοις ἤτοι TA μόρια τοῦ 
διατετμημένου σώματος. And to express the puncture made by the needle: 
διὰ τοῦ κατὰ τὴν βελόνην τρήματος. Τρῆμα, peculiar to St. Luke, in 
medical language was applied to all perforations in the body, e.g. in 
the ears, nostrils, vertebrae, the sockets of the teeth, &c.’’ Dr. Hobart 
adds seventeen other quotations from Hippocrates and Galen illustrating 
this. 

The question thus seems very simple and reduces itself to the fact 
that δὲ harmonised all three passages by employing St. Luke’s τρήματος 


+ The reading of B* is uncertain, but not τρηματος. 
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everywhere, that B did this in Matthew but not in Mark, while the 

others, who correctly report Matthew and Mark, go wrong in Luke and 

harmonise wrongly there to Mark’s τρυμαλίας or Matthew's τρυπηματος, 
the matter being self-evident by their employ of ραφιδος instead of 

Berovns in Luke. 

—— 17. For καὶ avaBawov B says μελλων δὲ avaBawev. B is 
supported by 1 [non fam] sah boh syr pesh pers and Orig 2/3, 
but it seems a clear reflection of Mark x. 82 (whence the 
diatessaron draws) “σαν δὲ ev τὴ o0dm αναβαινοντες εἰς 
Iepocodupa.” I place this here and not under ‘‘ Coptic,” but 
a glance under ‘‘ Coptic” will show that at xx. 8, 16, 34 
there is an Egyptian conspiracy involving B in the four 
places, including xx. 17, so close and careful as to reveal B 
and coptic as editors, and not as neutrals. 

Just so δὲ +min® exhibits the process on its side at xx. 24 by writing 
npEavto ayavaxre with Mark (x. 41 [the diatess § xxxi. opens with the 
account from Mark x. 41/44]) instead of ηγανακτησαν. And if we look 
beyond to xxii. 40 we find —odos by δὲλ alone is the way of the diatessaron 
with all the syriacs and sah boh?'; so that coptic is in sympathy here too. 

Xxi. 2. κατεναντὶ (pro atevavtt) NBCDLZ® 892 al” Orig 1/2 Hus 
1/2 borrowing from Mark xi. 2, Luke xix. 30 where κατεναντι 
stands by all. (See under ‘‘ Synonyms.”’) 

7. ew avtwy (primo loco) NBDLZ® 33 69 892* Sod™ Orig's 
(against ἐπάνω αὐτῶν of all the rest) 

This seems to be merely a reflection of Mark xi. 7 em αὐτὸν and 
Luke xix. 35 emt τὸν πωλον. 

Tisch forgets to say that the rest of the 13 family omit the preposition 
altogether and write auto. 

xxi. 12. -- ττου θεου (cf Marc xi. 15 Luc xix. 45) See under ‘‘ Coptic”’ 
and beyond under ‘‘ Improvement.”’ 

25. ev eavtots (pro map eavtots) BLM?Z 157 3872 892 min® (copt) 
Cyr. This seems merely a “‘nicety”’ of harmony to Matt. xvi. 
7 and 8 where ev εαὐτοῖς is used on both occasions without 
fluctuation among mss. Why then should “ Antioch ” 
change at xxl. 25 to παρ eavtois? What reason would 
there be? 
Xxll. 39. devtepa (—Sde) NB 4 157 Sod** only (against the versions 
and sah boh pl) with sah™ boh°®* comes from Mark xii. 31 
“ Sevtepa avtn.’’ Observe that B improvises (alone) in Matthew 
by substituting ὁμοίως for ὁμοία avn. 
XXvil. 29. περιεθηκαν B131. cf Marc xv. 17 περιτιθεασιν. 
33. εἰς Tov τόπον τον ΒΒ ἢ cf Luc xxii. 33 exactly. 

Here is harmony in full blast in this ‘neutral’ text. Consult in 

the same verse 33 —Aeyowevov by δὲ alone (=Mare xy. 22) and the 
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picture is complete as to doth δὲ and B harmonising in exactly the 
place where they should be most careful not to do so if they expect our 
confidence elsewhere. 

[I would call attention to xxvii. 35 without any emphasis because 
the reading in the photographic edition of B cannot be determined. No 
mention of it is made in Tischendorf’s notes, but in Gregory’s Emen- 
danda attention is directed to B* διεμερίισαν for διεμερίσαντο. In the 
photograph it reads AlemepicA’® with a very small ro which was 
perhaps added by an early corrector. In the LXX as in B’s own text 
of Ps. xxii. the reading is διεμερίσαντο. If διεμερισαν B* be correct we 
have an elimination of sibi after diviserunt with ¢ f ffo σι... Υ 75 Aug™™ and 
vg omn (exceptis BQX Cerne dimma){ and syr, but sah boh are explicit 
‘“‘among them.” In Mark xv. 24 the expression is dvapepifovtar τα 
ἐματια αὐτου, but in Luke xxiii. 84 (where B had just been looking; see 
above as to es Tov τόπον Tov) it 15 διαμεριζομενοι δὲ Ta ἱματια, without 
any reflexive attribute. In Jo. xix. 24 the quotation shows διεμερίσαντο, 
while in verse 23 the procedure is carefully explained, involving the 
middle voice, for it is said of the soldiers ἐλαβον ta ματιὰ αὐτου Kat 
ἐποίησαν τεσσαρα MEPN EKATTW TTPATLWTN μερος, και TOV χιτωνα. | 


Matt. 


xxvil. 46. εβοησεν BL W2 88 69-124 218 604 Sod*” only as Mark xv. 34. 
All others with δὲ and Hus Bas ἀανεβοησεν and a d ffo go h 
vgimdk (boh) exclamavit. 

ibid. eAwer ekwes B (and sah) with edo ἔλων N 383 (and Ooh) 
seem distinctly to favour the Marcan form. Observe that 
syr differentiates between the words used in St. Matt. and 
St. Mark as do most Greeks, whereas NB alone, as usual, 
obscure the issue. Yet Hort found absolutely nothing 
‘“‘ Alexandrian ” or ‘‘ Egyptian”’ in codex B. Here, absolutely 
alone, it is with sah in a particular form. He abandons the 
spelling of B here for that of δὲ, although he was glad enough 
to seize εβοησεν of B in the same verse against N. The 
Revisers recognise the harmony, and go back to aveBoncev 
and Ηλι Hr, but the evidence in Souter’s footnote is wrongly 
stated. 


General Improvement. 


1. 22. βασίλευει της Ἰουδαιας (—emt) NB 892 min pauc arm Eus. 
Contra rell et it et sah o iippo exit Fowaaia sed 
boh plane χε ἀρχελδος ETO! Nowpo efiowaera= 
NB. NB ex boh, vel boh ex 8B ?? (Soden follows NB.) 


+ In the quotation itself, omitted by most Greeks and ὦ f ffi.2 gil vgg't, sibi is 
found inabcg2hq rz (mut r) vgg, but omitted by two vulgatesM9. 
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The answer seems given in this same verse where NBC*W alone 
change the order of ηρωδου tov πατρος αὐτου of all AND sah boh to του 
Tatpos αὐτου npwdov. (Sod does not follow, recognising synoptic influence.) 
Had sah or boh been copying NB they might have used this order. 

γ. 10. evexa Sixavoovvns (pro evexev dix.) B solus. This is as clear 
as can be, preferring evexa before a consonant, besides being 
largely Homeric and classical. Cf λόγου evexa ‘ dicis causa,” 
or texyvns ewexa (Anth). But B repeats evexa next verse 
before cuov. [δὲ does not join B. Soden forgets to record Β.] 

Observe, however, that B leaves evexey ewov alone before a vowel 
at x. 18, 39, xvi. 25, Mark viii. 35, x. 29 primo loco, Luke ix. 24, but 
alone makes it evexa εμου at Mark xiii. 9. 

At Matt. xix. 29 it is δὲ which objects to evexey tov ewov. NS, with D 
and Cyr, writes evexa tov εμου, while B here remains with the rest. If 
B changes in one place and N in another we may be perfectly sure that 
it is editorial. 

At Mark x. 29 evexey tov εὐαγγελίου is now left alone by NB reil, 
and only changed here to evexa tov evayy. by D 71 and as Tisch. says ~ 
““ ρα ξέθονα " (a few omit the clause). At Luke xxi. 12 all ενεκεν του ονοματος 
except D 71 who are for evexa tov ovo. 

At Luke vi. 22 all are agreed as to evexa tov viov except inconsistent 
D who with EYPWT writes evexev tov wov, reversing his position. 

At Luke xviil. 29 NB with Sod®*" prefer esvexev τῆς βασιλειας (ενεκεν 
της Bac. the rest, except U 71 which here desire evexa). 

At Matt. xix. 5 NBLZ Orig change evexey tovtov to evexa τούτου. 
It seems quite clear that Matthew wrote evexey throughout his Gospel. 

At Mark x. 7 evexev tovtov is left unchanged by all. 

At Luke iv. 18 ewexev εγχρίσεν or evexev εγχρίσεν are found. 

I am far from saying that Nese or Beribe or even Dstive made the 
changes, but their texts at some time in Egypt when in papyrus 
book form were no doubt tampered with in order to try and make the 
matter smooth. 

Outside the Gospels we find Acts xix. 32 evexev συνεληλυθεισαν most, 
but eveca suveX. NAB and four cursives; xxvi. 21 evexa tovrwy apparently 
all; xxvill. 20 evexey yap τῆς ελπιδος all but N*A which write evwexev here ; 
Rom. xiv. 20 μη evexev βρωματος all; 2 Cor. iii. 10 evexev τῆς virepBarn. 
δοξης most and many Fathers, but ewexev τῆς v7. δοξ. by NABDEF**GP ; 
2 Cor. vii. 12 evexey ter with infinitive by most including NB, only ewexev 
EK and L (primo loco) Thdt Oec. From this it is abundantly clear that 
changes everywhere are wilful. (Sod adds a few codd. varying.) 

Matt. 

vi. 7. uoxpitat Bi and syr cu [non syr sin pesh diatess | 
εθνικοι all the rest 

The verse runs : “‘ 7pocevyomevor δε μὴ βαττολογησητε ὠσπερ οι εθνικοι * 
δοκουσι yap οτι εν TH πολυλογια αὑτων εἰσακουθησονται." 


EH 
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[1] 


Clearly υὑποκριται is an ‘‘ improvement,” being set up as a better 
antithesis to BatroNoynonte than εθνικοι would seem to be. There is 
nothing “neutral” about this, and Origen is against it. Mirabile dictu 
W-H do not follow B here. How can Hort then account for what he 
wrote (p. 237) about the ‘‘simple and inartificial character’ of “ the 
few remaining individualisms of B,” “happily guiltless of ingenuity or 
other untimely activity of the brain ” ? 

See Hort vol. 11. ‘Select Rdgs.’ p. 10 on Matt. vii. 13 “Or, as we 
rather suspect, as one of those rare rdgs. in which the true text has been 
preserved by δὲ without extant support, owing to the exceptional intrusion 
of a late element into B (of which some examples occur further on in this 
Gospel).’’ But B is full of these intrusions and not only in Matthew! 
Matt. 
δὲ xi. 1ὅ. —axovew BD 32174 6004 ἃ k syr sin (0 ἐεχων ὠτα | axovew | ἀκουέτω) 

xill. 9. —axovew NBL a 6 ffi k syr sin (0 ἐχων ὠτα [axovewy | axoveto) 

Here it is clearly seen that B ἃ and syr sin are the consistent ones 
in omitting. It might be thought basically ‘‘ neutral” (= shorter text) 
but that there would be no reason to add axovew as all the rest do 
including copt. 

ΧΙ]. 43. —axovew N*B Sod 604 a b ὁ k vg" [non D ἃ syr sin 7] 

ΧΙ]. 48. τω NeyovTe (pro Tw ELTrovTL) NBDZII* 7 33 892 Evst* alig. 
Following evrev to avoid tautology. See similar case at 
Luke ix. 21. (Soden follows Hort here in Matthew.) 

Other instances of this can be adduced, as at Matt. xxvi. 26. For 
evyaptatnoas of most (and W 28) evroynoas is substituted by text recept 
with NBDLCGZ min“ for the blessing of the bread. This appears 
very like an effort to vary the ευχαριστησας occurring again in the 
following verse 27 of the cup. For note that in St. Paul’s account in 
1 Cor. xi. 24/25 the expression is ευχαριστησας and that of the BREAD. 

24/25. ἔλαβεν aptov καὶ ευὐχαριστησας εκλασε καὶ εἰπὲ (λαβετε 

φαγετε) TOVTO μου ἐστι TO σωμα TO ὑπερ ὑμων (κλωμενον) TOUTO 
TTOLELTE εἰς Τήν ἐμὴν ἀαναμνῆσιν. ωὠσαυτως Καὶ TO TOTHPLOV.. +. 

Thus evyapiotynoas is tied to the bread, and ὡσαύτως implies evyapi- 
στησας de novo as to the cup. 

Whichever way we turn the NB grouping seems to be convicted of 
an endeavour to improve; in this case however the textus receptus is 
involved as well. Here Griesbach and Scholz I believe rightly oppose 
it. For such repetition is not distasteful to the Semitic mind. (See 


beyond on Matt. 1x. 4.) But Soden reproduces evyapiotycas in Matt. 
Matt. 

xiii. 86. διασαφησον (pro φρασον) N*B (Orig semel) syr, but no 
cursives. Sod adds ἃ and 55 of uncials, of fam ¢* four cursives, and prints 
διασαφησον in his text. Of the five next, four are omissions : 


+ But syr sin has wxsaxks for oxsazsal of syr cu. Syr cw has axovew both at 
xi. 15 and xiii. 9. 
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Matt. 
cae 45. ἐμπορω ( pro ἀανθρωπω εμπορω) δὲ ΒΔ 5059 Sod"” Ath Cyr 1/2 
Chrys Ambr [Habent Orig Cypr gr plur syrr diatess arab latt | 
om εμπορω vg* diatess 

The two words occupy one line in D d, and Cyr 1/2 is significant, 
while Orig and Cypr flatly contradict NB [ Tert is silent]. 

The coptic is interesting, for unlike Gr-syr-lat order: av@p. europa 
they say euzropw ἀνθρώπω a “ merchant-man’”’ as we would say in English. 

XV1. 13. τινὰ (we) λεγουσιν ot ανθρωποι εἰναι (τον) υἱον του avou 
quem (me) dicunt homines esse filium hominis. 

This με is omitted by NB 604 Sod*”° [no other Greeks] syr hier copt 
aeth only ὁ of O.L. and some vgg codd (8) against Hier specifically. 

με isincluded by syrr it pl and Iren and all other Greeks. Clearly this 
omission is not ‘‘shorter”’ text, but constructional improvement. There 
could not be a clearer case where the Syriacs are specific with the Latin, 
and the Coptic only support NB as a distinctly Egyptian group joined 
by aeth and ὁ also clearly of Egyptian provenance, yet Soden excludes. 

[ X’s graeco-latin tendency is seen clearly in the neighbourhood 
xvi. 27 τὰ epya for τὴν πραξιν with d [contra D® την πραξιν] opera sua 
and other Latins and copt. 

No doubt the origin of the plural is due to an old unpointed syriac 
preceding the Latins which could be read either way. Hence as Latins 
and Greeks (except N*F min) divide squarely here, the Latins did 
not get it from the Greeks but from the Syriac. | 


Matt. 
xxl. 12. “καὶ εἰσηλθεν ο ἐσ εἰς το sepov του Geov.”’ 


But NBL 13 33 73 604 892 Sod4 sah boh aeth b Meth Chr Hil and 
Origen 2/5 omit tov Geov. On the supposition of the ‘shorter”’ text 
of course W-H follow suit with the omission. But is it not a gross 
mistake? Who would put in tov θεου ‘And Jesus went into the 
Temple”’ is quite sufficient. If the original writer did not have του θεου 
why should any add? The plain fact remains that Origen being on both 
sides gives away the change as an arbitrary excision, for the words 
appeared redundant. I cannot allow that the addition was made by 
scribes, but claim that NBL omitted as a redundancy. This is one of 
the few places treated by W-H. See their note in vol. ii. (‘ Select Read- 
ings’) p.15. What they mean by ‘“overwhelming’’t evidence for omission 
I fail to see, “overwhelming”? meaning only three uncials (closely 
related), a pitiful handful of cursives, the arm (all mss?) aeth, and coptic, 


J They write: ‘The absence of του θεου from Me xi. 15 Le xix. 45 (cf Jo. ii. 14) at 
all events cannot weigh against the overwhelming documentary authority for omission.” 
But the omission is doubtless traceable to Origen, who in his commentary on John 
(Book x. ὃ 15) cites the three Gospel accounts, leaving out του θεου in Matthew, as in 
Mark and Luke where the words are really absent. Elsewhere when quoting Matthew 
Origen has them. Soden holds του θεου against NBL and his “Ὁ, although he has been 
religiously following them in a host of other things! Why are they right elsewhere if 
wrong here ? 

E 2 
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with Origen against them in proportion of 3 to 5 on the side of all other 
Gk documents and all Latins but ὁ, and all syr7, while syr cw actually 
doubles it, reading ‘‘ And Jesus entered the temple of God and put forth 
from the temple of God.” 

The calling of NBL copt aeth “ overwhelming’”’ is undignified. It 
represents one single tradition. See under ‘‘Coptic” for probable 
harmonistic reasons for the omission. Soden does not omit. 

ἘΣΤῈ 6. περι Tov τραχηλον (pro ere or εἰς τὸν Tp.) ΝΕ ΒΙ ΖΣΙ͂ 28 157 
237 253 258 ys* al. pauc. Orig (SEMEL) Bas Cyr bis 

This clearly tells the tale. Orig only once, Cyril twice. The Latins 
oppose and the Syriac, but NB thought ‘‘ about his neck” was better. 
Why are 604 and 892 absent ? The coptic does not agree with NB here. 
Schaaf and Gwilliam translate ‘“‘ad collum” for the same syr expression. 
Only Burkitt says ‘about his neck’’ for the same sy? preposition. It is 
clearly only a matter of taste, and in view of the circumlocutory nature 
of syriac prepositions (Schaaf p. 114 ‘“‘ circum, circa, ad, juxta, prope’’) it 
seems evident that NB are only ‘‘improving.” How could περὶ have 
dropped out of the rest if basic? Soden refuses this ‘‘ nicety.”’ 

xvill. 15. εαν δε αμαρτησὴ (-- εἰς ce) 0 adeAghos cov This is a radical 
and important change committed by NB 1 22 234* sah Orig 
Cyr Bas?™ies and clearly wrong. When D parts company 
with NB and goes with the mass and when that mass includes 
all the Latins and Syrr we may be sure NB with or without 
Origen are striving for improvement. We cannot consider 
a shorter text per se. We must investigate how each of these 
changes came about. Boh?! here oppose sah with arm aeth Chr 
Lucif Hil etc. who are ail conjoined with -°°°, of the Greeks 
plus Lat and Syr. st does not omit nor 604 nor 892. 

(A reference to Luke xvii. 8 where NB Sod°® again omit with AL 
fam 1 42 254 892 but also lat syr copt Clem Dam (Tert) shows that 
the omission in Matt. was probably influenced by their. Lucan text.) 

This is immediately followed by an addition which I do not believe 
is original but due to the “ version tradition.” 

Matt. xviii. 19 for vuwy of most Gks NBDI 892 substitute εξ vuwr 
with syrr [this seems to be opposed by a much older authority namely 
Tgnatiusirnes ἘΠ 

xIx. 4. 0 κτισας am ἀρχῆς αρσεν καὶ θηλυ εποιησεν avTovs. B 1 22 
33 124 604 Sod & Sod boh sah Orig*® Tit Bostr Method 
Ath Clem®™ use xticas for the more Semitic ποιησας of all 
the rest. 

I ask what can be more clearly an endeavour to improve? It avoids 
the tautology involved and seems clearly borrowed oe Mark x. 6 “απὸ 
de apyns κτίσεως apoev Kat θηλυ εποιησεν avToUs.’ 

The double use of ποίεω in Matthew is not abhorrent to the Latins, 
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and the Syriacs use the same word za. twice. Nor was it abhorrent 
to the translators of the LXX, who render Gen. 1. 27: 

καὶ ἐποιῆσεν o Geos Tov ἀανθρωπον * Kau etkova θεου ἐεποιησεν αὑτον᾽ 
apoev Kat Ondv ἐποιῆσεν αὕτους. 

(Hebrew is yivra 873°) bara X13 bara 873.) 

In the small support accorded to B note that 124 opposes the 
family traditions of fam 13 which do not agree, and 1 opposes 118-209. 
Nothing can be clearer that κτίσας is editorial. 

Similarly in the same chapter verse 18 B 13-124-346-556 write edn 
for ev7rev opposing all the rest and 69. Can we really suppose the later 
εφη to be ‘‘neutral”’ opposing all other documents ? 

Note that in the answer of the young man at Mark x. 20 the record 
of NB(C)A is edgy, and returning to Matt. xix. 18 note that at the 
beginning instead of Neyer avtw ποίας, NL substitute ποίας φησιν, and 
B 13 edn avtw ποιας, all apparently in the nature of corrections, yet not 
in agreement with each other. 

Two verses lower Matt. xix. 20 we find Origen (as well as Ath) 
opposing the correction of NBDL 1 22 604 of εφυλαξα for εφυλαξαμην, 
while εφυλαξα is read in Mark x. 20 by Orig Clem DA and 28 [not 28 in 
Matthew | and there in Mark opposed by NBCNWX. In Luke xvii. 21 
most read εφυλαξαμὴην but NABL fam 1 εφυλαξα. It would seem as if 
in both Matthew and Mark NB take the wrong line. 

xxiv. 16. φευγετωσαν evs ta opn BDA 892 min aliq Patr et latt for 
gb. ἐπὶ ta opyn. It is much more likely that ews should 
be changed to εἰς, than es to emt. The idea being in the 
minds of the grammarians that it was a flight To (‘‘in 
montes” Orig@™ Tren Cypr Aug Hier r vgg) although 
most Old Latins retain the abl. in montibus (with only vg%),. 
whereas evs ta ορὴ is the more difficult and the most likely,. 
signifying flight to the mountains and upon them when there. 

As to Luke xxi. 21 all Gks (but two) have es there. Hence 
the excuse to harmonise in Matthew is greedily availed of by B. 
I can see no other outlet. I will not admit that nearly all other 
Greeks substitute a more difficult ez: in Matthew. 


Improvement (Addition). 
Matt. 
xxvl. 44 fin. τον avtov λογον εἰπων παλιν. This παλιν is added by 


NBL Sod” 124 (against the family) t ὦ and boh [non sah]. 
There is no particular reason for this (syr sin ‘‘and again 
thus he spake”’; arm ‘‘and again the same word he said’’) unless 
erroneously incorporated from the zadw occurring above 
“παλιν ἀπεέλθων tpocnvéato,” for ‘‘ tov avtov Aoyov evrwv”’ is 
quite sufficient. Here is an absolute contradiction of the 


t Soden misquotes his ¢257 (Scrivener ‘a’? Adv. Sacr.) 
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‘shorter’ text theory, and an abominable redundancy. No 
cursives but 124 seem to join, and as to a it occasionally 
does this kind of thing, e.g. John 111. 4 homo +wt nos.t Soden 
places this second radu in his text. 
Given the ordinary copying of mss, which was faithful enough 
in the main, how could παλιν be dropped by all the rest ? 


Removing redundancy. 
Matt. 


ΧΙ. 25. ott expuwas ταυτὰ ato σοφων καὶ συνετων NBD 12 
Clem®™ (sed Clem>™ libere) Sod**t non uss 
All others have απεκρυψας. απὸ with Iren®* Hus Orig. 

This seems clearly to savour of the removal of redundant a7 from 
the verb. Alone it might not seem so, but in connection with the other 
points in the indictment it would seem to hold good. 

(The Latins can yield nothing of interest here; sah seems to 
favour SBD “thou hiddest these for,” but boh is “from.” Coming 
so close on syriac influence in verse 23 (see elsewhere) expuwas 
may trace to this.) 

See in St. Luke as to simple and compound verbs. 


Further, consider the following vmprovement : 


vi. 5. καὶ οταν προσευχησθε οὐκ εἐσεσθε ws οἱ ὑποκριταὶ Nt BZ 1 22 
372 892 Sod” a ὃ (ὁ h nolite esse) f ffi gz ὃ [contra A®| 
lug goth sah boh aeth syr hier arm? Orig Chr Aug 
Sodtxt 

Kal οταν προσευχὴ οὐκ Eon ὠσπερ οἱ ὑποκριταί DW rell syr 
cud k q [om ver. sin] diatess (hiant ὁ β΄; mr 1.) 


+ In this connection it may be interesting to connect a with Bs", which can be done 
in several places. But they touch in quite a peculiar matter of order, which deserves 
notice, at Luke viii. 23. For 

και kateBn δλαιλαψ avepou εἰς THY λιμνην of all Gks 
et descendit procella venti in stagnum of Latins 
B alone has’ «, xare8n λαιλαψ εἰς την λιμνὴν avepov 
and a et descenditturbo in stagnum venti 

Wordsworth does not notice this order in a, although quoting G ὁ ὁ 1 q for omission of 
in stagnum (add for omission ff as in Tisch confirmed by Buchanan). The point I want 
to=bring out is that B is therefore in no way ‘“‘ neutral” or ‘‘pre-syrian’”’ here. He goes 
with a document generally called Western or Huropean or Italian (although a is really 
graeco-syriac-latin) and does so in a place where the omission by other Latins shows 
how the change of order probably took place owing to some confusion here. Hence 
B ain combination once more disproves ‘neutrality’ for B and classes him with our 
other documents as a mixture. I will emphasise the point further from a passage very - 
close by, viz. Luke viii. 29. Instead of ηλαυνετοὺυ πο του δαιμονιου εἰς Tas ἐρήμους, B supported 
only by = (against N and all the rest) allows himself to substitute ao for vo, which must 
equate LATIN use of a daemonio for agency as sometimes elsewhere. 

t &* leaves out οὐκ ἐσεσθε by mistake. Nin correcting gives καὶ oray προσευχὴ 
οὐκ ἐσεσθε (showing he knew both readings) and N¢ has to set the matter straight. 
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This is absolutely and clearly an improvement by a small coterie 
as above. In verse 3 it runs σου δὲ ποίοντος ἐλεημοσυνὴν so that at first 
sight we might think that the majority had corrected the plural in 
ver. 5 to accord with this singular in ver. 3, but why then, in the first 
place, allow the plural ov ὑποκριται to stand in ver. 5? If Antioch had 
done the revising here they might have changed the hypocrites to 
‘a hypocrite” or “the hypocrite,” but then they would have had to 
alter the whole of the rest of the verse. In the second place it is 
quite clear that NBZ did the revising (the inevitable Origen joins 
them) in order to avoid a singular comparison with a plural following. 
In the third place the change is opposed by DW dk t q and syr cu pesh 
diatess definitely [sin, the cautious, omits the verse]. For some reason 
Tisch misstates the evidence, only giving qg on the side of D ὦ, while he 
gives it?! on the other side. But if ever there was a place where we 
must balance correctly this is one. We nowsee that zt”! is wrong, fordkq 
witness for the side of 1) ὦ, and 6 opposing A® shows it was the later 
latin witness which caused this. Sod cannot even produce °° for this. 

One word more. Origen, who approves the course of NBZ, 
nevertheless writes wo7ep for ws (of NBDZ 383), showing that while 
they were about it NBZ took the opportunity to make this other change, 
for they prefer ὡς to ὥσπερ on a good many other occasions. 

We might refer to Luke xxii. 31/32 for further illustration : Σίμων 
Σίμων ἰδοὺ ὁ σατανᾶς ἐξητήσατο ὑμᾶς τοῦ σινιάσαι ὡς τὸν σῖτον᾽ ἐγὼ δὲ 
ἐδεήθην περὶ σου ἵνα μὴ ἐκλίπῃ ἡ πίστις σου. 

Here ὁ seeing the difficulty writes ad cernendum without ὑμᾶς, but 
Tertullian ‘uti cerneret vos,” and Cyprian ‘‘ wt vos vexaret.” 

Another such transition (which Bornemann admits is ‘‘ intentional ’’) 
occurs at Luke v. 4 and is highly instructive, for again another Evangelist 
is reproducing our Lord’s own words: ὡς δὲ ἐπαύσατο λαλῶν εἶπεν πρὸς 
Tov Σίμωνα: ἐπανάγαγε εἰς TO βάθος, καὶ χαλάσατε Ta δίκτυα ὑμῶν 
εἰς ἄγραν. We cover this transition in English by saying ‘‘ Launch out 
[‘ put out,’ R.V.] into the deep, and let down your nets for a draught,” but 
the Latins cannot cover it, and they say ‘‘ Duc (07 adduc) in altum, et 
laxate dc im: 

St. Paul is not averse to the method. Observe 2 Cor. xi. 6 “" εἰ δὲ 
καὶ ἰδιώτης TO λόγῳ, GAN οὐ TH γνώσει" ἀλλ᾽ ἐν παντὶ φανερωθέντες (or 
φανερώσαντες) ἐν πᾶσιν εἰς ὑμᾶς. This is not quite so obvious, as éyw 


ἱ Horner simply follows Tischendorf and only quotes q, so that he has failed to 
clear the matter. & has ‘et cum adoras non erit sicut hypocritae.” Unfortunately 
e ff. are wanting and m r r,. If we refuse dk syr cw (conjoined here) a heavy vote 
in the proceedings what is the use of talking of them elsewhere as primary witnesses ? 
The public cannot judge intelligently when the evidence of these witnesses is obliterated 
from carelessness. 

1 Wiclif is however true, and says “ Lede thow into depthe, and slake your nettis to 
take fisch.”’ 
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with infinite reserve (as is usual with St. Paul) is suppressed. In our 

English version on the other hand we have to bring it into pro- 

minence: ‘But though I be rude in speech yet not in knowledge 

[emphatically R.V. ‘yet am 1 not in knowledge’| but we have been 

thoroughly made manifest among you in all things.” (R.V. varies this 

diction.) 

Another beautiful example is forthcoming in St. Paul’s writings, 
which although a little long Iam tempted to reproduce here and put 
it on record in this connection. I refer to Rom. xii. 16-20. 

Ver 16 is plural : τὸ αὐτὸ εἰς ἀλλήλους HpovodyTes* μὴ τὰ ὑψηλὰ φρονοῦντες, 
ἀλλὰ τοῖς ταπεινοῖς συναπαγόμενοι" μὴ γίνεσθε φρόνιμοι παρ᾽ ἑαυτοῖς. 

Follows a kind of singular idea holding the plural : 

Ver 17, 18, 19. μηδενὲ κακὸν ἀντὶ κακοῦ ἀποδιδόντες " προνοούμενοι καλὰ 
ἐνώπιον πάντων ἀνθρώπων εἰ δυνατόν, τὸ ἐξ ὑμῶν, μετὰ πάντων 
ἀνθρώπων εἰρηνεύοντες " μὴ ἑαυτοὺς ἐκδικοῦντες, ἀγαπητοί, ἀλλὰ 
δότε τόπον τῇ ὀργῇ (γέγραπται γὰρ “᾿Εμοὶ ἐκδίκησις, ἐγὼ 
ἀνταποδώσω, λεγει KUPLOS.”’) 

Now follows immediately the singular, only separated by the 
parenthetical quotation above: 

Ver 20. ᾿Εὰν οὖν (vel ἀλλὰ ἐὰν) πεινᾷ ὁ ἐχθρός cov, ψώμιξε αὐτόν" 
ἐὰν διψᾷ, πότιξε αὐτὸν" τοῦτο γὰρ ποιῶν, ἄνθρακας πυρὸς 
σωρεύσεις ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ. 

The interesting part is that he holds this singular in ver. 21 instead 
of summing up with the plural: 

μὴ νικῶ ὑπὸ τοῦ κακοῦ, ἀλλὰ νίκα ἐν TO ἀγαθῷ τὸ κακόν. 

This again is lost in our English, for we translate : 

“Be not overcome of evil, but overcome evil with good,” 
which might be ‘‘ Be thou...” or ‘‘ Be ye...” 

Now to return to Matt. vi. 5 and Luke v. 4. Of course there are 
no cross references between these two verses, yet it is instructive to note 
a@ point which occurs here. There are no variations among MSS in 
Luke vy. 4 except as to ws de or ote (D α ὦ 6) at the beginning, but at the 
end fam 1 and 22 Sod'"* omit εἰς aypav. Now these (fam 1 and 22 Sod"*) 
are the very Mss which alone support δ ΒΖ in Matt. vi. 5. I may say here 
that we are very much in need of a new collation of Hvan 22. Wedo not 
know, to this day, whether ‘‘colb”’ or ‘“‘colb unus”’ of Wetstein’s Colbert 
Group means 22 or another. Consult Matt. vi. 18 a very little way 
further on, xpudaiw (for κρυπτω) bis is found only in NB(D) 1 [against 
118-209 this time] and 22 372 Sod'"*, showing they are simply descendants 
of the same family. [872 (= Sod") joins here, absolutely of B family, not 
recorded above.| Soden™* κρυφαιω. 

κρυφαιος is more classical (or poetic, Pindar Aesch Soph ; Xen Plato 
use both) than κρυπτω, but only occurs in the N.T. as κρυφὴ Eph. v. 12. 

But, I may be told, do you mean to put aside NBZ Orig supported 
by sah boh goth it® Aug? And I say yes, because before the benevolent 
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reader will have finished perusing these pages he will find that NBZ 
Orig sah boh represent but one text recension, and i¢* Aug no doubt are 
turning a difficulty t as well, seeing that they are not supported by ὦ k 
(unfortunately jf, is wanting here in the early part of Matthew). 
Adhesion of the gothic here to NBZ is unusual and might be 
considered a balancing factor, but for the fact that it is abandoning its 
usual adherence to the other group, and therefore I consider its position 
to be suspicious also of ‘‘improvement.” As we find the syriac stand 
aloof from NBZ with d k D and all other Greeks we can see pretty 
clearly that the singular in apposition to the plural following is the 
correct reading and not the converse. 

As a matter of fact we ourselves are in the habit of using the 
same construction. We say currently “‘ Don’t be like the sharks down 
in the market place’’ (meaning ‘‘ Do not thou be like...’’) Similarly 
the French say: ‘“‘Ne sois pas comme les Anglais qui...” or the 
Germans: ‘ Sei nicht wie die Amerikaner...”’ { 

Finally observe in the same chapter vi. 16 αφανιζουσιν yap το 
προσωπὸον ὃ 2449, k syr pesh pers for αφανιζουσιν yap ta προσωπα. 

Note also in Matt. vil. 16 μητι συλλεγουσιν απὸ αἀκανθων σταφυλην 
CPEGKLMSUVWXAII al. pl arm aeth Lucif (although opposed by NB(C) 
fam 1 22 892 latt syr goth copt with σταφυλας) may be the right reading ; 
observe LWX for σταφυλὴν and Clem (but cf. Luke vi. 44). 


Improvement (continued). 
Matt. 


vi. 8. Addition: 0 θεος ο πατὴρ ὑμων N*B sah | W-H] non Sodnee™ss 
ο πατὴρ υμων D rell et verss sine o θεος 

vil. 8. ἀνοίγεται (pro ανοιγησεται fin) B only (and syr cu boh Aphraat). 
Clear ‘“‘improvement’’ to correspond with λαμβάνει and 
εὑρίσκει above, against Clem δὲ and all other Greeks, Latins 
and sah. B does it again (alone with D, which is here 
wanting) at Luke xi. 10 absolutely for the same reason. Sod 
attributes both readings to mere error (p. 908 Band I Abt. 11). 
He is indeed charitable. But W-H do not agree with him, 
printing them marg. in both places. 

ix. 28. Order: ots tovto δυαμαι ποίησαι only Bl q and vg against ore 
dvvawat in first position all others and versions (although 
varying somewhat otherwise ; see under NB in Part IJ). 

x. 2. +xat ante taxwBos NB d (contra D®*) syr (contra rell gr et latt 
sah boh aeth). When SB abandon coptic sympathy there is 
always a reason, and this must have been considered an im- 
provement. Why should all the rest dropit? (+a: Sod), 


} They are clearly wrong with B again in vi. 22 reading, ‘“‘ The light of the body is 
thine eye”’ (from Luke xi. 34) instead of ‘“‘ the eye.”” N here opposes B, and with f goth 
syrr sahomn bohomn and Clem Hus is certainly right. 

1 See Winer, p. 778 (‘ Breviloquence,’ section 2 f.) comparing Xenophon (Cyr. 5, 
1. 8) oporay rats δουλαις εἰχε τὴν εσθητα. As to Luke ν. 4 it is referred to on p. 725. 
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x. 8. θαδδαιος (pro λεβαιος) NB 17124 sah bohc ff, σα [Non clare Sod | 

13. ef vuas (pro προς vas) NBW 174 (248) 372 892 Sod”. 

This is done to complete the idea of “pairs” in the sentence 

Elpnvn ὑμων eT’ avTnY, and εἰρηνη ὑυμων Eh’ Vas επιστραφητω, 

if indeed it be not borrowed from Luke x. 6 em’ avtov..ef’ 

υμας. Actually 243, instead of strengthening NB, shows this 

by adding ανακαμψει from Luke. There is no earthly reason 

why all other documents should substitute προς for ef if ef’ 

were original. The Latins oppose and both coptics differen- 

tiate. Needless to say W-H fallinto the trap. Soden does not. 

I wish to add that δὲ (with C 157 Sod****° only) confirms my view 

as to ‘‘pairs’’ immediately afterwards, for at x. 15, not content with yn 

σοδομων Kat γομορρων, it adds a second yn, writing yn σοδομων καὶ yn 

youoppwv. That this is absolutely gratuitous is proved by the abstention 

of the friendly versions. 

We shall see much more later and throughout the Gospels as to 

this matter of ‘‘ pairs’ by the Egyptian school. 


Improvement (Order). 
xi. 26. oT ovtws Σ»ευδοκία eyeveto ἐμπρροσθεν cov NBW 1 33 892 k 


OTL OUTws Σ»έγενετο εὐδοκία ἐεμπροσθεν cov = Fell 
The versions do not support NB here. In Luke x. 21 BC*LX& (a 
perfect family coterie, but against δὲ as well as the rest) have also εὐδοκία 
eyevero and there with many Old Latins. 


Improvement ‘* Niceties.”’ 


ΧΙ. 29. mpavs NBC*D Sod*? Clem 1/2 Orig bis Ath 1/2 Bas 1/4 Cyr 1/2 
mpaos ell omn et min omn vid OrigsP? Hussre Ath 1/2 
Bas 3/4 Cyr 1/2 Chr; et Clem(Strom) λαβετε τον πραον 
A glance at this will, I think, show Alexandrine scholarship 
preferring the rarer form. Observe how the Fathers are divided against 
themselves, with the balance in favour of πρᾶος. Hort says (voli. p. 549) 
‘The perpetuation of the purer text may in great measure be laid to the 
credit of the watchful scholars of Alexandria, .. .”’ but here, as elsewhere, 
the readings vary in different places in their writings. They were far 
from being ‘‘ watchful,’ but they did enjoy ‘‘niceties’’ even if not 
consistent in the application of them. 
ix. 13 and xii. 7. Under this head may perhaps be placed ελεος (for 
ἔλεον) by NBCD** 1 33 in both places (and again xxiii. 23). 
Note that all others oppose as well as d and Clem*** (against 
Origen). The LXX reading (of most of its mss) of ελεος 
would account for edeos. 
For observe in this connection, and in this vicinity, Matt xi. 17/18 
νὰ πληρωθη To ρηθεν δια Hoaior (xlii. 1/4) tov προφητου λεγοντος (δου o 
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Tats μου ον NpETLCA, ο ayaTTNTOS μου ον (pro εἰς ὁν) εὐδοκησεν ἡ ψυχὴ μου. 
So N*B 115 244 892 ff, Huss 1/2 against evs ον εὐδοκησεν of all the rest 
and latt syr copt. A reference to Isaiah xli. 1 (Septuagint) shows sopanr 
0 EKNEKTOS μου, προσεδεξατο AUTOV ἡ Ψυχὴ μου. 

[De indeed here writes εἰς ov for the first ον (as syr) against quem of 
d opposite, and D*" has ev w for the second εἰς ov. | 
Matt. 

(Questionable.) 

xii. 29. apraca (pro διαρπασα) BC*WX 892 min” sah? against 


διαρπασαι ND rell omn et latt (diripere) et Mare 111. 27 
** Nicety ” : 
xii. 82. (sec loco) ov un αφεθὴ 50) et W-H mg. 
ov pn αφεθησεται N* 
ουκ αφεθησεται . Nr yell on 


This seems a strengthening “nicety”’ on the part of B, for 
Luke xii. 10 = οὐκ αφεθησεται, and Mark ili. 29 οὐκ exer αφεσιν. 

Another “‘ nicety ’’ (favoured by W-H and Sod tat‘ 550 94) occurs at: 

xill. 48. τα καλα εἰς aryyn (pro Ta καλα εἰς ayyeta) NBCM**N 1 [non 118- 
209] 124 [non fam] 892 Evst 48 (notable conjunction among 
our minuscules of editorial work) Orig’ Cyr’ 1514. αγγειον 
is a pure Matthaean word occurring only here and at xxv. 4 
where ev τος ἀγγειοίς is left alone by all. I consider ayyy, the 
non-diminutive form, to be a “‘nicety” of Origen. The Old 
Syriac omits here at xiii. 48 saying “‘ the good (as) good,” but 
DW and the rest have εἰς ayyera (or εἰς Ta ayyla VD). 

57. The “pair” of clauses here: ‘in his country and in his 
house”’ has given rise to a great deal of variety. 

I believe the “‘ received’ text to be correct: ev τὴ πατριδι αὐτου Kat 
εν TN olKLa αὐτου. It is read by eleven uncials and LXW®> min pl latt 
pl syrr Bas Chr and Orig 2/38, and is Semitic. BD 33 604 (al? perpauc) 
adk = ev τὴ πατριδι (—avtov) και ev Tn οἰκία avtov making the possessive 
serve once for the two as W-H. This Origen does not agree to. NZ fam 
13 892 ffi Orig 1/3 = ev τὴ ἰδία πατριδι καὶ ev TH οἰκια αὐτου as Sod*, 
L f σι vg™ omit the second clause, but L with 15 uncials including W 
has ev τὴ πατριδι αὐτου. C conflates ev Tn ἐδέία πατριδι αὐτοῦ Kat εν TH 
οἰκια avtov exactly as sah (which probably gave rise to some of the 
trouble) Ney fere ALAR Meo... 

We see Origen as usual divided against himself, yet not supporting 
BD for the “ shorter”’ text, which here I believe to be a mistake by BD. 

A study of such “ pairs’? conveys a good deal of information. Thus 
at. Luke xx. 20: To “deliver him unto the power and authority of the 
Governor.” δὲ 157 Paris and three lectionaries write τὴ ἀρχὴ Kat 
εξουσια του nyew., eliding the second article before efovcia. I mention it 
because Tisch omits this in his notes (it is added in Gregory’s ‘Hmendanda’) 
and because the Coptic πεν for καὶ (although it retains the article 
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prefixed to the second noun) may have given rise to this. ‘‘ Pairs,” 
therefore, are always worth watching.t Sod has no new support for &. 


a 99, NBC?T° 1 22 892* min” ffi copt aeth (Orig Ὁ) Did omit eXOovtes. 
This is peculiarly interesting, for although 1 omits, 118-209 
with 28 substitute ovtes. The very manner of the coptics 
shows that they had well considered the place, and they too 
make a great show of ovtes. The rest and DW all have 
ἔλθοντες, Which represents a far more graceful act, and syr cu 
sin: “came near and.” The point is this. In ver. 32 we read 
Kat avaBavTov (εμβαντων)ὴ avTwy εἰς TO πλοιον εκοπασεν O ἄνεμος. 
They had already entered the ship, and for some reason 
eXOovtes seemed out of place in ver. 33. It is true it does not 
read (as Tischendorf would have one suppose) οὐ δὲ ἐἔλθοντες ev 
Tw TAOLW..., but ov de εν TW TAOLW ελθοντες προσεκυνησαν AUTO. 
But ελθοντες has been vemoved and not added, I feel sure. 

Another ‘‘ nicety’”’ obtains in the following verse: 

xiv. 84. ηλθον ere τὴν γην NBCD"NT°WALON tT fam 18 88 157 238 
945 Sed"™ δ “ad: terram” (san ED, pal Εἰπκὰ Ὁ, boh 
eDoreit E|IIK2 9,1) syr, et syr cu sin diserte 

λθον εἰς τὴν ynv FE rell on latt “in” et d Orig'® et Sod tat 

This is a distinction and a ‘“‘ betterment.” d opposes D and Origen 
is against the NB group, whose adherents are none too many. I consider 
e to be wrongly grouped by Tisch and Horner and to belong to the side 
I have put it on. 

[ A touch suggested by Origen in xiv. 36 is rejected by NB, but not 
by some of their followers. He would have (bis) wa kav povov ἁψωνται 
with ® 1 [non 118-209] fam 18 [non 124] 22 33 al. alig. All the uncials 
have wa μονον ayowvra. The vg and some itala (but not de “ut tantum’”’) 
have ‘‘ut vel fimbriam...” and f “ut tantum vel fimbriam.”’ | 
xv. 35/36. καὶ παραγγείλας. . «ἔλαβεν NBD* 1 fam 18 33 W-H Sod 

(Orig evOabde δε ov κέλευει ἀλλα παραγγελλει) 
και ἐκέλευσε. . «καὶ λαβων Rell Gr fl q vg 
AQMAPATTEIAE AE---Aqxr sah 
οὔορ, agg orngen..-aqOr doh 
Kal εκεέλευσε... «καὶ ἔλαβεν syr abceg, k (et praecepit 


et accepit) 
et cum jussisset. .accepit d 


First observe that Origen directs this operation on the part of 


+ We may cite another instructive instance where N and not B is offended at a 
‘“‘pair’’ of readings and cancels the second. It is all in the same neighbourhood (see 
xiii. 28, under Coptic). This occurs at Matt. xii. 37. N alone prefers ex yap των hoyav 
cov δικαιωθηση Kar εκ τῶν λογων (-- σου) καταδικασθηση. Soden does not add one single 
new witness. 

$ Soden refuses ἐπὶ (upon what principle ?) against all his 7 family and nine new 
witnesses. 
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NBDs. The comparison is with xiv. 19 where NZ Orig had exedevoev 
(against κελευσας of most, κελευσατε B* Sod’). Observe sah uses a 
different word here from the one in xiv. 19, transliterating in xv. 35 but 
not using the participle. d does not agree with the exact participial form 
of D, nor do any Latins, nor is it borne out by syr. As in 36 init. Syrr 
and Jatt (except d) maintain the καὶ ἔλαβεν of the Greeks, it looks very 
much (whether καὶ παρηγγείλε be correct or not), as if NB had inverted 
the construction and that καὶ παρηγγείλε (or παρηγγείλε δὲ as sah)... 
NaBwv or και λαβων was what was intended, and not και παραγγείλας... 
ἔλαβεν. For the question is as between “‘ Commanding the multitude 
to sit down...he took the seven loaves...’’ or ‘‘And he commanded 
the multitude to sit down...and taking...” 

Follows another case of probable “‘ finessing ”’ : 

Matt. 

xvi. 19. τας κλειδας (pro τας κλει) N*B* (both corrected) LW Sod*® 
Orig 4/5 against tas «res by all others and N°B* Orig 1/5 
Eus Chr Phot. Doubtless Origen caused this. 

Xvil. 4. ποίησω (pro ποιησωμε) NBC* 174 604 ὁ ff, ff. This is 
different. Because, aS ποίησωμεν obtains in Mark and Luke 
(ix. 5, ix. 83), it might be thought that this ποιήσω was the 
‘neutral’ text in Matthew. I think it is a mistake however, 
as both coptics are against it, as all the syriacs and Origen 
distinctly. This is a place where we may emphasise the 
importance of a concurrent study of the versions. 

They are so often with us in whole or in part, that their absence 
here is very important. How come ὦ and ff,» of the Latins to join ? 
In the first place faciam occupies the last place in the short line of ὃ and 
a ligature for ws may easily have disappeared or been omitted in copying 
ὃ or the parents of b ffi2. As to the parallels, D only indulges in ποιήσω 
in Luke (ὦ facio), but in Mark D ὦ for ποιησω and faciam are joined 
by no Greeks but by 6 7 ff2, all Latin support therefore. The point is 
perhaps not worth debating, but I incline to think it is an ancient Latin 
error which has crept into the three places. It is very curious that D, 
who perpetrates ποιήσω alone among Greeks in Mark and Luke, should 
be absent from NBC in Matthew. But the other versions are check 
enough, without speaking of the absence of 892 and others. 

A little matter of order follows however in the verse which is highly 
instructive. B and e alone write oxnvas τρεῖς for τρεῖς oxnvas of all the 
rest and the versions, incl. Latin. But in Luke this is the order 
(and of some in Mark). H7go, B was looking at a parallel, and that 
parallel probably Luke ix. 33, and his conjunction with e in Matt. 
shows a Latwm sympathy which may have extended to and account for 
ποίησω as well. 

xvii. 7. καὶ ἁψάμενος avtwy for καὶ mato avtwy καὶ NB 892 only. 
Anyone who will consult the beginning of this verse with its 
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Matt. 
: three verbs will see that there is an opening for finessir g; 


NB avail of it; so does sah, and so do some Latins in 
other respects. But I expect boh or syr 15 nearest the truth. 
Soden follows NB 892 with °°. See his note. 

Xvil. 15. κακως exer (pro κακως πασχει) NBLZ"4S" Sod cum Orig 
Chr’, This is against the versions as well as the remaining 
Greeks. Sodenrefuses eye. Cf Marc ix. 17 eyovta ria αλαλον. 

20. odyorriotiav...peTaBa...evOev...for ἀπιστίαν... .μεταβηθι.... 
evtevGev may be considered, as the variations are so numerous. 
See the evidence. 

xviii. 7. avayxen yap (—eotw) BUNTON Sod” 1 33 al. pauc. This 
seers to be an ‘‘improvement” (cf Hebr ix. 16 23 etc) and is 
not witnessed to by δὲ reli nor the Latins. In the Gospels we 
can only compare with Luke xiv. 18 eyo ἀνάγκην, and xxi. 23 
εσται yap avayxyn, where all are agreed (+Luke xxii. 17 
αναγκὴν δὲ evyev). BL are opposed here in Matt. by Origen. 

8. Here is another question of ‘‘pairs.” ‘‘If thy hand or thy 
foot offend thee cut them off.” This plural offends our super- 
sensitive Alexandrian ear, so αὐτὸν is substituted for αὐτὰ by 
NBDL 1 fam 13 157 248 245 Sod™"° with latt sah [contra boh| 
syr arm aeth Lucif Hil, and αὐτὴν U 28. I prefer the harder 
and less smooth reading αὐτὰ with EFGHKMSVWXTAIS® 
min pl and boh. Observe X deserts the Latins here and W is 
against NBDL. W-H and Sod follow Alexandria. (Syr cw sin 
εκκοψον (—autov) καὶ βαλε avtov aro σου.) Of Mare ix. 
43/45/47 where yeup, πους, and οφθαλμος are treated separately. 

Note NB are running with the Latin in this verse. We have the 
Latin order κυλλὸν ἡ χωλον by NB 157 £8" against D and all the rest 
and sah boh syr arm aeth Orig for χωλον ἡ kvdAXov. Also avtov for avta. 

xviii. 14. & (pro eis) NBDLM™"*N>M 32 157 892 al® οὗ vg** 

As regards the two Latins, wus being occasionally abbreviated 
might have led to wnwm. As regards these few Greeks it is plainly 
an accommodation to and antithesis of αὐτὸ in verse 13 of the lost sheep, 
and a reference to the earlier verses 4/6. There would be no reason to 
change ὃν to eis, but some reason to change εἷς to ἕν. Hence I charge 
another “ποθοῦν τ to NB. This time Origen opposes them with fifteen 
or sixteen uncials and all the other Latins. 

xviii. 25. Another question of “ pairs.” ...mpa@nvat καὶ τὴν γυναίκα καὶ 
τα texva So NB 1 [non fam] 258 604 Soda &t only, against 
πραθ. Kat THY γυναίκα αὐτου καὶ Ta Texva Of all the rest, and 
of John Damascene ; the syr and coptic versions add the 
possessive to both γυναίκα and texva, so it surely belongs in one 
place. The Latins (except h 72) are with the mass of Greeks for 
“et uxorem ejus et filios ; only vg® adds ejus after filios in line 
with its syriac stem, and ἦν r, transfer from uxorem to filios. 


Matt. 
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xviii. 81. ov (pro δὲ) Only NBD 21 33 ἃ ὁ W-H, non Sod. 
All others including boh sah latt have δε, except aeth (και as usual) 
and r, am which omit. 
The exigencies of the situation are well illustrated by Horner, who 


translates the boh ~e by: ‘So his fellow servants... 


3) 


Burkitt syr: 


‘“‘ Now when his fellow servants.” 
xx. 21. Yet another question of ‘‘pairs.” From eis εκ δεξιων cov 


ΧΧΙ. 


84. 


και εἷς εξ εὐωνυμων cov NB Dam wish to drop the first 
cov, against all others, including coptic and the versions. 
Soden cannot produce another ms. A reference to the parallel 
at Mark x. 37 shows cov occupying there the foremost place: 
εἷς σου εκ δεξιων Kat εἷς σου εξ εὐωνυμων (vel apictepwv). There 
BDWAS (but not δὲ) with 1 2Ρ8 Sod” b ὁ d [2 σιαὺ k ᾳ omit the 
second σου. (Ὁ and some Latins omit the second cov in Matt.) 

ομματων for οφθάλμω B with DLZ fam 18 892 only and 
Orig 1/2 against δὲ and the rest. ομμα is much more classical 
than οφθαλμος in the connection in which the word is used 
here; it occurs but once in N.T. at Mark viii. 23. (B varies 
the order alone here, placing the possessive first with coptic. 
Orig does this once but with οφθαλμων, and his other quotation 
places αὐτῶν after oupatov.) Sod ομματων txt without new Mss. 


. Yet another question of “‘ pairs”: 


emt ονον καὶ ἐπὶ πῶλον Δ ΒΙ ΝΣ 1 [non fam] 124 [non fam] 
2° (Sod) 604 Sod? syr sah aeth ; but om. ἐπι sec. with CDW 
and the mass, all latins boh dis. arm and Orig”® Cyr as LXX. 

This seems to be a clear “‘improvement”’ (against Origen). 


. We may be told that as the quotation of the mass agrees with 


the LXX it is the mass which elided the second em. The 
reply to this insinuation is contained in my other examples of 
“pairs.” I will say no more except that Sod™ follows Hort. 

Note. The LXX quotation (Zach. ix. 9) is eve ὑποζξυγιον και 
πωλον veov. Origen cites five recensions [see quotation in 
Tisch| where Aquila has emt ovov καὶ πωλου viov ovadwr, 
Symmachus : ἐπὶ ονον καὶ πωλον viov ovados, Theodot : emt ovov 
Kat πῶλον viov ovov. In no case does a second ez intrude. 
In the face of this Westcott and Hort have the temerity (there 
is no other word for it) to print the LXX quotation in capitals 
following B: EN! ONON 

ΚΑΙ ΕΠῚ NWAON Υἱὸν ὙΠΟΖΎΓΙΟΥ 


. The very next verse shows συνεταξεν (for προσεταξεν)ὴ borrowed 


from Matt. xxvi. 19, xxvii. 10 by BCD 33 604 Sod™ 
Evst 48 against NW and all others and Origt® Huss, yet 
actually incorporated by W-H into their text without marginal 
alternative. The Latins differentiate with praecepit in xxi. 6, 
but constituit in xxvi. 19, xxvii. 10, yet the Revisers follow 
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Matt, 


xxi. 18. 
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Hort in both xxi. 5 and xxi. 6, and Souter gives us no foot- 
note evidence. Note that d has praeceperat in xxi. 6 over 
against ovverafev. The parallels in Mark and Luke express 
the matter differently, so that BCD are merely harmonizing 
Matthew’s language later, forgetting προσεταξεν formerly at 
i, 24 and viii. 4. (cvvtacow occurs only in the N.T. at 
Matt. xxvi. 19, xxvii. 10.) Sod refuses συνεταξεν here in Matt. 

But Hort says (vol. i. p. 556) ...‘‘ render it morally certain 
that the ancestries of B and δὲ diverged from a point near the 
autographs and never came into contact subsequently.” 

Well then, either B or δὲ is right here. The whole matter 
is thus confined to St. Matthew’s Gospel. For B we have 
six witnesses, C and D% Evan 33 604 Sod® and Hust 48, all 
witnesses in such a case of rather peculiar character. For 
XN we have about 2000 witnesses of every possible shade of 
transmission, including W 892, plus the Latins—en bloc— 
distinctly, plus Origen three times and Eusebius twice. Yet 
Hort’s and the Revisers’ intuition tells them that Origen and 
Eusebius are wrong to back δὲ, and that B and six witnesses 
kept pure from the common herd ‘at a point near the 
autographs.” This is criticism gone mad. If δὲ and B 
divided at a point “‘near the autographs and never came into 
contact subsequently’’ then it is δὲ here which holds the 
balance of power by an overwhelming majority. There is 
practical agreement that St. Matthew used προσεταξεν twice 
previous to the passage in xxi. 6, and συνεταξεν twice sub- 
sequently. The central and fifth passage is the one in dispute. 
By all canons of Law and Logic we declare that N Origen 
and Husebiws here give the lie direct to BCD® Evan 33 604 
and Sod*” Hust 48, Hort and the Revisers. 
mpat (pro mpwias) S*BD x** only (cf copt) W-H [non Sod] 

This appears certainly a preference. If ‘‘ Antioch’ changed 
Tpwe to mpwias here why did they not do it elsewhere ? 

πρωίας is left alone at Matt. xxvii. 1 because it is πρωίας δὲ 
γενομενῆς, and de γενομενῆς is probably conveyed by ellipse 
here at xxi. 18. But NBD wish to be more precise, preferring 
to emphasise another ‘“‘nicety”’ of scholarship, and write 
moot. Consult St. Mark, wpa: everywhere. Ilpwuws is 
Matthaean and Johannine. 


5. Almost another question of ‘‘ pairs.’ to βαπτισμω To Ἰωαν(ν)ου 


NBCZ 22 33 872 Sod‘ [non 157] Evst 48 Orig against τὸ 
βαπτισμα Iwavvov D rell omn Cyr. In Mark (x1. 30) 
NABCDLA Sod” 33 favour the second το, in Luke (xx. 4) 
NDLNR favour it. (Sod quotes 7 but N only extant.) In 
Luke then B omits with the mass. 
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xxi. 46. Another probable “‘ nicety”’ of Orig. ἐπεὶ (pro ἐπειδὴ) δέ (ἐπ B 
Derr) Li fam 1 22 33 892 Orig”'® Sod**' et txt. All the rest have 
ἐπειδὴ (except ote Sod™™"°), Now ἐπειδὴ is apparently not 
Matthaean except here. Cf Matt. xviii. 32, xxvil. 6, where ἐπεὶ 
is used. I do not care to emphasise this place for several 
reasons, and I may be told that D strengthens the combination. 
Yet observe two things, first that D is not wholly with it, 
because D says ἐπὶ ws while NBL 1 22 Orig”!8?/° say ἐπεὶ εἰς 
against the mass, and secondly because both coptics have 9 we 
thus contradicting NBL here. Tisch refers to xxi. 26 and 
xiv. 5 where ὡς remains unchanged. Further note that B 604 
ALONE at xiv. 5 substitute eve: for ots there, almost clearly 
accommodating to xxi. 46. This shows that B fully meant 
exec In the latter perhaps, but it also reveals consideration 
of the parallels. Tisch adds ‘‘ Contra vero et. in Or duobus 
Iccis (de sex) codex praebet ws pro εἰς. 

xxi. 10. This is 8 most important place. NB*L 892 Sod’! Cyr ana 
W-H (against Origen) and Soden text are for forcing St. 
Matthew to use νυμῴων here instead of γαμος, which latter is 
used by DW and all other Greeks, Soden naming but one new 
witness against it. Observe carefully that none of the critical 
cursive codices join here except 892. It is certainly a false 
reading, but how did it occur ? 

First of all let us enquire where νυμῴων is used in the N.T., and we 
find it in Matt. ix. 15, Mark ii. 19, and Luke v. 84, and in every one of 
these three cases it is used in alliterative antithesis to νυμφίος. 

“un Suvatat οἱ vior του νυμῴφωνος πενθειν Eh οσον μετ AUTWY εστιν O 
νυμφιος. Matt. 

“ἐμὴ δυνανται ol viol του νυμῴφωνος EV WO VUMPLOS μετ AUTWY εστιν. 
νηστευειν. Mark. 

"μὴ δυνασθε τους υἱους τουνυμφωνος EV ωονυμῴφιος μετ αὑτων εστιν 
(ποιησαι) νηστευειν." Luke. 

It is used nowhere else and never in the nominative. It is ἃ rare 
word anyhow; classically it is used by Pausanias, of the temple of 
Bacchus, Ceres and Proserpine. 

Again Task how did the three Greeks NBL work this into their text, or 
rather I should say, to be quite fair, how did they find it in their texts? 

The Latin texts give no assistance, for in accord with the language 
they all turn καὶ ἐπλησθὴ o yapos into the plural (even d opposite D®") et 
repletae sunt nuptiae. The Latin then is hardly involved. But upon 
consulting the Syriacs we find they say, not “‘ wedding-feast,” but ‘‘ locus 
convivit,’ and this is also found in sah (and aeth) very definitely: ‘‘ the 
place of marriage,” Π6ίπ.9 Δ. πωρελεετ, against boh NXE 9,011 
exactly the same word as used in xxil. 2, 3 for γαμους. 

I maintain then that this is one of the choicest places we can find 
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to investigate the matter of the influence of the versions on NBL and to 
ascertain which versions. Here we can exclude Latin and Bohairic, and 
we are left with syr and sah. It is quite certain that sah or syr is 
responsible for this direct influence on NBL. It is beyond dispute 
that o yauos and not o νυμῴφων is the proper reading here. D is.a clear 
witness here for γάμος, with all other Greeks and Origen twice and Chrys. 
I think it is criticism gone absolutely wild and mad to accept νυμφων 
here, and it is unpardonable of Hort to put νυμῴφων in his text without 
any alternative in the margin and equally wrong of Soden. The 
Revisers, to their credit be it said, eject it, but Souter will not give his 
reasons (as he should) in a footnote. If Hort could have seen (as we can 
now see) the original page of Codex B he would have observed that the 
B’, who went over the whole text, carefully refrained from inking over 
O NYM®WN (ὁ PaMOC stands in the margin by his hand or that of another 
corrector). The Revisers by the restoration of yayos now admit that 
Hort was wrong. If νυμφων then be not basic and ‘neutral,’ my point is 
absolutely proved that the versions produced it and influenced NBL. If 
νυμῴων be not ‘the true text,” then I have won wy point all along the 
line, and the other matters treated of here fall into the regular category of 
‘“Improvements,” for the same influences bear directly on these matters. 

I hope in future, when we observe in other places that not a single 
sympathising cursive stands with δὲ or B or L or NBL, that we shall 
make it a canon of criticism to exclude their mal-editing of the text. 

[ Note, as to absence of minuscule support here, a place like xx. 25, 
where γημαᾶς (for yaunoas) by NBL is supported by ΣΦ fam 1 (including 
299) 6 22 33 60 75 91 124 [non fam] 157 604 892 Hust 48 Sod°*® Origen, 
and is quite on another footing. I mention it here, as I have not 
listed it elsewhere, and the support is of the regular flock of minuscule 
birds. 

As regards the intimacy of sah and syr (without NB) observe xxu. 18 
evrev + αὐτοῖς Z 33 892 sah syr cu sin and some pesh and e and aeth. 

Note that in xxii. 11 12 evdvwa yapov is again rendered by sah “‘ the 
clothing of the place of marriage,’ while syr omits this “‘ locus,” nor do 
NBL repeat anything but ἐνδυμα γαμου in both places. Possibly then at 
xxl. 10 the matter narrows down to syr influence on NBL. 

When Cyr on the side of NBL opposes Origen it 1s always suspicious 
of Alexandrian accommodation. See other places. Besides which, Cyr 
and Origen are often on both sides of a question in different parts of their 
writings. | 
Matt. 

xxil. 16. Neyovtas (pro λεγοντε) NBLT" 27 66 against all the rest 
and Dam. ‘This is quite a clear case in order to refer to 
αποστελλουσιν Tous μαθητας... It would have been impossible 
for ‘“‘Antioch”’ to revise here. λεγοντας is clearly the more 
natural, and λέγοντες (eschewed by NBL) the more difficult. 


Matt. 


xxi. 9. 


mey ΟΣ 
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Notice the lone and lorn company of the cursives 27 66 
added here. The passage is καὶ αποστελλουσιν avTw TOUS 
μαθητας avtwv peta των Ἡρωδιανων Aeyovtas* διδασκαλε K.T.r. 
Soden rmisquotes 604. 

0 πατὴρ o ovpavios [ pro o πατήρ o ev (τοις) ovpavors| NBL fam 
13 [non 346] 88 238 892 Bas 1/2 Cyr 1/2, against the rest and 
latt copt Clem Eus Nyss Bas 1/2 Cyr 1/2 Dam. This is more 
important than it seems at first sight, for it appears to be a 
“nicety”’ of NBL to conform to supposed Matthaean usage. 
Bas 1/2 and Cyr 1/2 are suspicious marks. Turn to Sir John 
Hawkins’ ‘Horae Synopticae,’ p. 382, and there will be found the 
remark that ovpavios is Matthaean (being only used elsewhere 
once in Luke ii. 181 and once in Acts xxvi. 19). He lists the 
Matthaean passages as v. 48, vi. 14 26 32, xv. 18, xviii. 35, 
xxl. 9. This from Westcott and Hort’s text.{ Now as to 
the passages intervening between the first and the last, the 
remark is correct, but at v. 48 as here at xxiii. 9 the authorities 
are divided. Clem is on both sides at v. 48, and a considerable 
number witness there for ovpavios, but here at xxill. 9 it 15 
different, and Clem Orig Eus the Latins and Coptics besides 
all other Greeks witness against NBL and three cursives. 
It is probably therefore a wish to conform to Matthaean 
diction here. At this rate all individuality will be 
lost to our synoptists and the problem thrown into con- 
fusion. See under xxi. 18 and elsewhere for the same kind of 
thing. [Soden has o ovpavios in text but only cites °°" new. | 
wpvéev ynv SB (την ynv C* 604) L 88 ff, veg** arm boh aeth 
(om fiz ynv) against wpvéev ev tn yn by all the rest, including D 
latt sah syr Orig™. I charge this (observe against sah syr 
lat?!) to be a deliberate improvement, greedily seized by West- 


: cott ( Hort and Sod (for they have no marginal alternative), 


but an improvement nevertheless. Why should “ Antioch”’ 
and even 892 have revised to ev tn yn, when wpvéev nearly 
always takes the accusative? ‘Thisis a deliberate Alexandrian 
nicety of grammar. The word occurred at Matt xxi. 33 ‘ cau 
wpvéev ev avtTw ληνον, and occurs once more only at Mark 
xu. 1 “καὶ wpvéev vrodnvioy,” where there was no room for 
improvement, although even at Matt. xxi. 33 N saw fit to 
remove ev before avtw. I do not charge this as a harmonistic 
improvement at all, for in the parallel in Luke xix. 20 the 
servant hides the talent in a napkin, nor did ‘‘ Antioch”’ get 


Τ᾿ ovpamov is here used, but B*D*d recognizing that ουρανιος is not Lucan change to 
ovpavov. No others change. 


Τ Which has befogged the synoptic problem. 
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ei ev tr yn from Matt. xxv. 25 expuira τὸ τάλαντον σοὺ εν τὴ γη.ἷ 
It is simply a grammatical improvement. The company kept 
is merely of a sympathetic order which our other studies lead 

us to expect here. 
xxv. 27. edeu ce ov (pro εδει ουν ce) NBCL 88 604 892 y** Sod’, against 
all else and against Coptics and Latins, savours of improvement. 

5. pubas Ta apyuvpia εἰς τον vaov (prog τῶ vaw) NBLI33 

fam 69 99 157 273 604 Sod°*°“* and versions, but not latin 
nord. Orig and Eus are on the side of NBL for this improve- 
ment with Sod. Cf B alone at Matt. x. 16 ἐδου ey ἀποστέλλω 
υμας ws προβατα εἰς pecov λυκων, Instead of ev μέσῳ λυκων. 

42. πιστευ. ἐπ avtov NBL 88 42 46 288 248 273 892 
Sodetr Hust 60 rz (sol inter latt cwm Aug) (syr) Cyrs™*! (εἰς 
avtov > min*, avtov sah boh, avro AD min aliq Eus Ps-Ath et 
latt ei, sed er avtw EW unc! min?) 

44, συνσταυρωθεντες συν αὐτω δὲ Β 892 


XXVil. 


σταυρωθεντες συν avTw DL latt verss 
σινσταυρωθεντες μετ αὐτοῦ Θ΄ 157 
ΤΣ αὐυτω AW unc? rell omn vid 


I should hesitate to class this as an improvement, but for four 
things, first because Θ΄ by improvising pet αὐτου shows that there was no 
συν in his copy or he would no doubt have used it, secondly the absence 
of any minuscules to support NB, but 892, thirdly the simpler reading of 
DL, and fourthly the general bad record of NB in such matters. Someone 
has revised here. I would be willing to accept the reading of NB if need 
be, but we should require a good number of cursives to tell us it was 
right, whereas neither 1 nor 13 (28 wanting) nor 2”° nor 604 come into 
play at all, while 157 sides with Θ', 

xxvll. 64. —avtov Only NB arm pers, but no cursives, and Tisch W-H 
txt [non R-V Sod] Soden can find no cursives to support. 
Xxvili. 8. απέλθουσαι (pro εξελθουσαι) NBCL fam 13 33 Sod?*"* Sod™ ete 

No others do it. Neither W nor 892 nor the coptics. 

Burgon points out (‘Last twelve verses of St. Mark,’ p. 84) that 
this group NBCL 18 33 e has ignorantly effected revision here, forgetting 
that the women were inside the grave (Mark xvi. 5 καὶ εἰσελθουσαι εἰς TO 
μνημεῖον ... XVI. 8 καὶ εξελθουσαι εφυγον απὸ του μνημειου; Luke xxiv. 3 
εἰσέλθουσαι δὲ οὐχ εὐρον TO σωμα.... 9 καὶ υποστρεψασαι απο TOU μνημείου) 
and therefore that this is ἃ purely gratuitous emendation by NBCL in 
Matt. because in St. Matthew’s account the entrance into the grave is 
not specified. I agree with him. 


This should, perhaps, come under the head of ‘‘ Exchange of 
Prepositions.”’ 


+ In verse 18 “‘he dug (‘a hole’ understood) in the ground.” In verse 25 “1 hid 
thy talent in the ground ”’ is different. 
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Lastly we will adduce some of the passages where 


Matt. 


γῆς if 


xu. 6. 


xin. 43. 


RIV ὦ. 


xy. 22; 


xvi. 20. 


Xvi. 22. 


B and Origen are in conflict : 


vt@oxpitat BA(= Sod®*°) syr cu only 
εθνικοι the rest and Orig 


B or SB and Origen in conflict. 


Most serious opposition as to the Greek fundamental text : 
ὃ ἐὰν λαληλωσιν Orig L and most, against SBD (NB ὃ (— ear) 
λαλησουσιν ; D ὃ (—eav) AaXovow), where NB take the side οἵ. 
Coptic and partially of Latin, but Latins (except d) have quod 
and the subjunctive. What are ff and k doing with “ quod 
locuti fuerint” if NBD be right (and these do not agree 
among themselves) Ὁ Has Ovigen gone crazy here too? Why 
should we think Origen wrong here now with the mass of 
Greeks including all the cursives usually otherwise sympathetic 
to the NB recension as against these Mss ? 

SB unc rell = εκλαμψουσιν, but D (d lucebunt) 124 238 Cyr 
ORIGEN' and (Justin) have λαμψουσιν (Justin οταν οἱ μεν 
δικαιοι λαμψωσιν for Tote οἱ dix. λαμψουσιν). Hence if we 
want Origen’s text with D, it is the uncompounded word (for 
which also syrt copt and latt rell ‘‘ fulgebant ᾿᾿ may also stand) 
which we need. Nota whisper in Westcott and Hort’s text or 
margin of Dd Justin Cyr Orig'*! (To these add Sod*"™ fam ¢*.) 
Twice in this verse B opposes Origen, once specifically. B 
adds (with the versions) αὐτου after τοὺς μαθητας against Orig 
diserte, and writes πλοίον for τὸ πλοιον against Origen and 
the mass. 


. +xav 1 22 33 al. Origen but μονον NB and the other Greeks. 
δείνως 1 [non fam] and Orig (cf a sevissime). 
KAKWS NB une omn rell minn. 


ἐπετίμησεν B*D syr cu d e against the rest and Origiter, 
διεστείλατο and Orig diserte ““ο μεν ovy ματθ. πεποίηκε κατα 
τινα των αντιγραφων το τοτε διεστείλατο. . «ἰστεον δε OTL τινα των 
αντυγρ. του κατα ματθ. εχει TO ἐπετίμησεν ᾿᾿ since he himself uses 
διεστείλατο four times. Hort sees a necessity to put ἐπετίμησεν 
in his text. 
συστρεφομενων de αὐτων NB1([non fam] 892 W-H tat, Sod mg 
latt pl conversantibus. 
αναστρεφομενων δὲ avtov CD rell omn et boh et re...ffi ¢ 6. 
The ‘‘ neutral” text is found in Origen στρεφομένων δὲ avtwv 
(cf sah syr). 


+ Syr cw sin vary; cw “gleam,” sin “shine,” almost imperceptible difference in 
writing the syriac words. 
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Matt. 
(xviii. 10. I forbear to say anything about Orig and Hus -Ἐ των ev τὴ 


εκκλησια after opate μὴ καταφρονησητε ενος των μίκρων τουτων) 
xx. 16. (See under ‘‘ Coptic.”’) 
xxi. 5. See under “ improvement.” 
6. Seeunder “Improvement” συνεταξεν BCD 33 604 Evst 48 Sod’?* 
προσεταξεν N rell omn Orig*® Hus 


19. ov μηκετι BL against 
μῆκετι ἐξ rell and Orig? 
xxl. 4. ητοιμακα NBCDL2AM 1 22 33 892* Sod)*? 
ητοιμασα rell et Orig Cyr Dam 
10. ο νυμφωνΐ NBL 892 Sod'*® only (no other ηυΐ)), 
0 γαμος rell omn et Origen bis 
xxl. 37. επισυναξαι Orig Eus (επισυναγειν S, επισυναγαγειν B rell) 


xxv. 41. οἱ Katnpapevoe Orig’* Hipp Const Eus Caes Bas (xatnpapevot 
NBLT" 33 Sod'*** boh Cyr 1/2 solt) 
Xxv1. 28. της καινης διαθηκης Orig and most (τῆς διαθηκης NBLZ 33 Sod°”® 
bohunus Cyr (Cypr) ) 
89. Of our Lord’s prayer: πάτερ tantum  Origses 418 (et Celsus) et 
Justin Iren! Fussexies Ath' Ps-Ath Cypr Did Cyr Bas°® a 
δ μ vgg® et dim Origi** his, with LAY fam 1 892 al!, witness 
against 7atep μου of NB and tbe rest. 

In Westcott and Hort’s margin there is not a sign of any 
alternative to πάτερ μου, and yet surely Celsus’ and the 
Valentinians’ “‘ w watep”’ deserves a hearing ! 

53. πλείω only NBD (att) against Origen πλείους with all the rest ; 

Soden quotes Orig for πλείω. 
δωδεκα (-- ἢ] NBDL 604 0 d against Origen ἡ dwédexa with all 

the rest. 

Above we have certainly two really ‘‘ neutral’ readings of 
Origen, as against NB, xi. 43 λαμψουσιν and xxvi. 39 πατερ. 


Hort, voli. p. 557: “On the other hand every combination of δὲ with 
another primary Ms presents for the most part readings which cannot be 
finally approved...’ But thereagainst note: 


Origen and & against B. 


vl. 7. εθνικοι NS omn et Orig (contra BA syr cu υποκριται) 
21. καὶ ἡ καρδια ὃ omn et Orig (contra B m aeth boh*™ — Kar) 
vil. 14 init. ote (—de) N*X m boh Orig Naass etc (ott δὲ B sah 4/6) 
x. 87. Habent καὶ ο φίλων... «μου akios NS plur Orig Orig™ Eus 
Cypr 2/3 (contra BD 17 248 αἰδοὰ d Cypr 1/3 om) 
xl. 15. Habent axovew δὲ plur Docet Just Orig Orig (contra om BD 
32 174 604 d k syr sin) 


+ Cf article under “ Improvement” and sah syr. 
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xi. 21. Habent xaOnuevoe. NCU 33 al. Orig Orig (contra om B 
plur sah boh syr lat) 
xu. 49. yerpav X(D) latt pl Orig Evang? (-Ε αὐτου B plur) 
_xil. 4. καὶ ηλθεν τα πετείνα καὶ κατεφαγεν ND plur Orig (και 
eMovta τα πετεινὰ κατεφ. B fam 13 Sod *"4 et txt) 
xv. 32. nuepas τρεῖς NS min Orig’® (pers nuepas B al.) 
Xvll. 4. τρεῖς σκηνας ὃὲ plur Οὐ" δ (σκηνας τρεῖς B e) 


xvl. 1. εἐπηρωτων N min αἰΐῳ boh Orig (ἐπηρωτησαν BCD αἰ.) 
14. αλλοι δε N plur copt lat syr Orig (ou δὲ B Hus) 
20. διεστείλατο δὲ plur sah boh Orig (ἐπετίμησεν BD) 
XVI. 9. αναστὴη δὲ plur Orig (eyep9n BD Sod’***) 
10. —avtov NLW2Z Sod°”’ al. Orig (Habent B plur) 


25. amo τινων N plur Orig Cyr 2/4 (απο τινος B Sod*4 Cyr 2/4) 
xvi. 7. Habent ἐστιν S plur Orig (om BLE® ai.) 
16. δυο ἡ τρίων μαρτυρων = Nal. Orig (δυο μαρτ. ἡ τριων B al.) 
xx. 17. tous dwdexa tantum NDLZ ete Origs*** (contra B et rell) 
xxl. 6. προσεταξεν ὃξ plur Orig'* (συνεταξεν BCD 33 604 Evst 48 
Sod}353) 
8, (sec loco) ectpwoavy = =ND*" ce ff. ¢ boh Orig (εστρωννυον B rell) 
19. yevoito (for yevntar) NS Sod? Origt* 
Etc etc, and often 892 is on the side of δὲ in the above list. 
Further note that NB when they are in sympathy with the Lvang®™™ 
do not keep on the same side. At xii. 48 B is with this Gospel. At 
xl. 49 it is N. 
But see as to δὲ in detail Part II. where the main differences between 
S and B are recorded with the supporting authorities. 


CHAPTER III. 


B in St. MARxK’s GOSPEL. 


“Uberblickt man in Grossen die Ergebnisse fiir Markus, so sind sie der Annahme, 
dass in ihm die Alteste Aufzeichnung vorliegt, nicht giinstig. Er ist dem Judentum 
entfremdet...Ausserdem ist Markus vielfach tibermalt...’”—Merx : Die vier kanonischen 
Evangelien, etc. τι. Theil, 1. Hialfte, p. 173. 


“ And what means are there to decide such questions? As long as scholars dream 
of one definite primitive Gospel, in open contradiction to Luke’s proem, they will both 
raise and answer them; but as soon as that unwarranted supposition is removed we get 
rid of a host of inextricable questions.” —Blass: Philology of the Gospels, pp. 178/179. 


I would like to preface what I have to say as to St. Mark’s Gospel 
by the remark that all I have written should be included between two very 
large square brackets; for the problems offered in this Gospel are utterly 
different from those which exist in the other three. It is true that the 
same features as to NBCL exist to some extent in St. Mark as elsewhere, 
but they must be considered from a different point of view. One new 
feature is the constant addition of A in St. Mark to the NBL group. A 
in St. Mark is purely NBL; I cannot say “‘ Egyptian” exactly, although 
there is Coptic sympathy with this group, because W comes in here to 
‘show us an absolutely different Greek recension existing in Egypt side 
by side with that of NB. Although DW are close, W e are twin brethren 
from Mark 1.-ἰν. fin and it seems that I was perfectly right to speak 
of two or three Greek recensions in St. Mark. 

Consider this: iv. 1. 


NBCL: 
καθησθαι ev τὴ θαλασσηὴ καὶ πᾶς o οχλος πρὸς τὴν θαλασσαν επι 
TNS γῆς ησαν 


iD: 
καθησται περᾶν τῆς θαλασσης καὶ Tas 0 oyNos περᾶν της θαλασσῆης HY 
α circa mare adlq_ circa mare 
W: 
καθησθαι Tapa τον αἰγιαλον καὶ πᾶς οοχλος EV TW αἰγιάλω HV 
be ad litus beef ff σι in litore 
Ὁ ffs proxime litus Orig'™* secus mare in terris 


vg circa mare super terram 

As to nv (pro noav) erat is read by a ὃ σε ἰ q vg Orig™, erant by d, 

stabat is found in f Πα σι, while ὁ (7) reads staret, and it is left to e to write 

sedebat. As W does not conform to this last, we must suppose that W 

was not deliberately following our e, but something much older, and 
note b has erat and d has erant. 

How is it that neither 2? nor 604 have any relation to W and the 
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Latins here? All the Old Latin and Coptic elide exe τῆς γῆς or include 
it in the expression in litore. It is left for W alone to graecize this. 

Right after this, the common base of W ὦ ce apart from the rest 
and apart from D d omit in iv. 5 δια to μὴ eyew βαθος γης. 

That the Greek of W is an independent translation is seen at iv. 20, 
for W alone writes to ev (ter) for ev.t And at iv. 21 καίεται for epxerat, 
where D has amteta, which can be read in two ways. Otherwise we 
might think that e obtained damus from the δωμεν of W (iv. 30, others 
θωμεν or παραβαλωμεν), or that ὦ e got crescit from av&e of W (iv. 32, 
others αναβαινει), instead of W obtaining this Greek via the Latin. 

An interesting point is the doubling of pwella by 6 in v. 41, but W 
with the rest to κοράσιον, so that e obtained this /ater than the time of 
W, and Aphraates’ remarks on this subject appear to be the merest 
tradition. This is helpful as to dates. 

W (which breaks in at vii. 33) seems further to be another 
independent translation. 


MARK. 


In Mark we must be exceedingly careful and avail ourselves of every 
scrap of new evidence. I will therefore recapitulate the position as to 
several important witnesses. 

k only begins at viii. 8, but 6 15. available for i. 20—vi. 9 (again only 
at ΧΙ. 37—xil. 3, xii. 24-27, 33-36) and γ5 fills in the gap between e and 
ἦς from vi. 13-vii. 8. 

= gives us all Mark to xvi. 14 middle; Φ i. 1-xiv. 62; WV only 
from ix. 6 (shortly after k begins) to end. Paris’ and 604 and 2?° give 
us all St. Mark. Syr sin begins at i. 12/13 and gives all St. Mark 
to xvi. 8 except i. 44-11. 21, iv. 18-41 and v. 26-vi. 5. Nothing of Syr cu 
survives except xvi. 17-20, which is interesting as giving part of the 
portion at the end after xvi. 8. Finally we have the inestimable new 
witness W, which gives us all St. Mark (except xv. 12-88) including 
xvi. 9-20 with a long addition therein. 

We have also Horner’s completed labours on sah and boh. 

The Palestinian syriac replaces syr cw sin at i. 1-12 and in the 
i™ and v chapters, but not in the iv‘. 

The cursives Laura“!4 and Paris*’ I continue to quote thus as 
Gregory’s and Scrivener’s numbers differ. I have also used by number 
8921 collated by Rendel Harris in 1890, as this number is the same in 


t Consider also ὁπόταν W alone at iv. 31 for os oray (oray N*) or o ore αν D. Note 
the absolute independence of W at iii. 3 ex του μεσου for εἰς το pecov (Ab de f ff, q Sin 
medium) or ev peaw Det Paris” (ὁ 7 vgKZ in medio). Also εἰδον Wl at ii. 12 (for εἰδομεν) 
= viderunt of c (b) (vidisse se a 4) while e has vidimus. So that here ὃ ὁ W are either 
basic or the reverse. Which ? N seeks to improve by substituting alone εφανὴ ev τω ἐἰσραηλ. 

ft =Sod""’, Apparently not used by Souter, but it seems even closer to NB than Paris”. 


74 CODEX B AND ITS ADLLINS. 


Gregory and Scrivener-Miller, and it has much affinity with NB and is 
useful before chapter 1x where VY begins. 


Example of Editing by B. 


Mark 


ΧΗ]. 83. -- καὶ προσευχεσθε BD 122 acd k vg"* W-H soli contra mundum. "ἢ 


I wish to point out that & does not strengthen here because we 
catch k (alone among Latins) going with B two verses further on (xiii. 35) 
in a question of ‘‘ pairs.” Besides, why are δὲ and L absent; why do 
604 892 and Paris*’ withhold their support ? And where are the Coptic 
and the Syriac versions, which scholars tell me merely share the base 
of B? Not even 2°* joins BD here. And W abstains with 28 and 157, 
fam1and fam13. [Von Soden adds no fresh Greeks, not even ὃ 30 or 050. | 


Solecisms of B. 


cs i. 18. ηκολουθουν (pro ηκολουθησαν) B*' (See under Historic present) 
26. To ἀκαθαρτον (-- τὸ mvevwa) B. Observe er To πνευμα (-- το ἡ 
ακαθαρτον) while W omits the whole. 
86. -- οἱ ΒΡ: 
40. κυριε οτι B*' (sah boh ort κυριε, sed al. vel om κυριε 
vel ote vel ambas lectt) 
ibid. δυνη (pro δυνασα) Be. Why not δυνα [See ix. 22, 23.] 
45. —nv ΒΒ" (— nv καὶ b 6 soli inter verss) 
These three points occurring thus 
= = : together after an interval of two 
11. 84 init. — και Be 


chapters are absolutely indicative of 

editing. The central one shows 

boh influence and the sympathy of 

two Latins. 

iv. 5. καιοπου B*' (a?) The others have ozrov, or καὶ ott DW 
it? Τῷ looks like a kind of “ conflate”’ here in this ‘‘ neutral.” 


35. -- γαρ B boh be 
ibid. ta Oeknuata = 


text. Hort prints [καὶ] οπου, quite disguising the real ~~ 


situation. 


ibid. βαθος της yns (pro Babos yns) Br! cum Sod [ut BS in Matt. “ἢ 


xii. ὅ]. Τ)5᾽ alone agrees to insert an article βαθος την γην. ὃξ 
and all the rest against them. [W and its faithful allies ὦ ὁ ὁ 
omit the clause.] The addition of the article alone by BD 
looks like translation from Latin. 


11. εἕωθεν (pro cEw) B34 (centra rell et Orig’) 
15. ot οταν (pro Kat oTav) B*! (of pers) 

16. οταν (pro ot οταν) be 

20. --εν sec et tert B™ et 2 (of syr) 

22 fin. φανερωθη B*" (cf syr sah pers aeth) 

28. πληρες cELTOS B (DW πληρῆης o σειτος) 


32. KaTacKnvow B 


νυν" αὐ νυν σὰν = 


ee 


“ 
ee π Ν“ αν νο 
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ie v. 36. +7ov (ante λαλουμενον) “τον Noyo Tov λαλουμενον Bo 
38 fin. πολλας (pro Toda) B®! (πολλους Sod’) 
vi. 17. -- τὴν γυναίκα B* txt sol cum Sod? 
33. εγνωσαν᾿ BD fam 1 
39. ev (pro em) Bee 
54 init. και εξελθοντων (— αὐτων) Bs 


vii. 4. απερ ἔλαβον (pro a tapedaBov) ΒΒ Paris®’ Sod” 
14. reyes (pro εἐλεγεν) B 59 soli (see under “‘ Historic present ’’) 
~ 15.4 τὸ κοινουν avtov (pro o éuvatat avtov κοινωσα)ὶ B (cf Aug) 
ibid fin. -- τον (ante avOpwrov) Be'4 (against sah; this is to be 
noted because boh acts peculiarly in verse 15, and it is with 
boh [non sah] that SBLA omit the verse 16 following). 


24. εκειθε (pro εκειθεν) B. This is a ‘‘nicety”’ before δε. 
37. +s (post πεποίηκε) B. See under “ Coptic.” 
Vill. 2. ἡμεραῖς Tpice Ἐπ cum 892 (Harris, Journ. Bib. Lit. 
. 1890, vol. 1x.) 
12. --υμιν BL, no others, no versions, not Origen. 


But W omits both Aeyw and υὑμιν, having only ἀμήν. 
32. >o wetposautov Bla soli W-H Sod (sed cf sah boh). There 
is no good reason for the change by BL: καὶ προσλαβομενος ὁ 
meTpos avtov ἡρξατο instead of και προσλ. αὑτον o πετρος ἡρξατο. 
37. +0 (ante ανθρωπος) Be. See under “‘ Coptic.” 
ix. 1. wde των εστηκοτων B(D*), cf ¢ f l vg [contra &, contra 
Orig | 
21. ews B*! (ews ou Sod**) 

x. 80. ζωην αἰωνίαν (pro ζωὴν atwriov) ὌΝ. Here is a purist for 
you. No others seem to change. Clem turns it “‘ ζωήν ἐστιν 
αἰώνιος, Q.D.S. § 25, but Barnard in his note to ‘Clem. of 
Alex. Bibl. Text,’ p. 85 = ζωή ἐστιν αἰώνιος. 

39. δυνομεθα (pro δυναμεθα) Ἰοέθαν 
48. avtot πολλοι (pro avtw vel avtov πολλ) Β΄. Οἵ Orig avtw 
ot πολλοι and sah 


xl. 1. βηδῴφαγη B™ (ef sah 1/5) 
ibid. To ἐλαίων (pro των ἐλαιων) Be Gf 2 eb) 
7, 8. εαὐτων dist B cum 892 (vide infra xii. 44) (Sod°? 179") 
11. -- της wpas Be! cum ἃ Sod'* 418 1444 (cf aeth syr sin) 
XH. 5. αἀποκτεννυντες B 892 Evst 150 
8. εξεβαλαν | Soa 
17. —avtois BD d [non al. | 
36. —ev (ante τω πνευματι) Be! cum Sod 273 
ibid. καθισον (pro καθουὶ) Bet 


t This hardly seems a change “ guiltless of ingenuity or other untimely activity of 
the brain and unaffected by mental influences except of the most limited and unconscious 
kind ” (Hort) for in vv. 13/15 B opposes δὶ eight times ! 

1 See page 11 as to this Alexandrian preference. 
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xl. 40. κατεσθοντες Β΄ Οὐ Lue vii. 33 
ΧΙ]. 3. καθιδιαν B 
7. akounTe B et Sod'**" 
9. evexa (pro ενεκεν) eit 
12. επαναστησεται B=! cum Sod" k (cf BA Matt. x. 21 i loco 
parall.) 
13. εἰς στεέλος 1S 
30. ews oTov Be! (variant plurimum rell, 
vide Part II.) 
32. ayyeros (pro ot ayyeror) Be" (e¢ bohsrinaue A yglibere) 
34. eavtou pr et sec (pro avtov) Bel il. \(gede-supra xi, ἢ Ὁ 
xiv. 20 fin. +ev (inter το et τρυβλιον) Be (C* 2?) Sod? QP See 
under ‘‘ Coptic.” 
24, —avtois Be 
32. — woe ἘΠ᾿ (avtov pro ὧδε fam 1) 
43. απο των apy. (pro Tapa των apy.) Be 
49. expates (pro expatnoate) Be’ (expaterte V) 
60. ote (pro τι) BWY soli (cf boh) (τοι 13) 
68. κυτωνας B" (ut δὲ alibi) 
69. εὐπεν (pro npEato Neyer) B!, See under “ Coptic.” 
xv. 4. —ovdev B Paris* soli vid 
12. ποίησω λέγετε (pro θέλετε ποιήσω ov NeyeTe) B et W-H [ον] 
15. rovew (pro ποιησαι) B@ cum Laura’? 
35. εστηκοτων B'(A) (pro παρεστωτων NDU al. pauc, 
παρεστηκοτων αἰ.) 
45. won (pro twond) BW soli 
xvi. 5. ελθουσαι (pro εἰσελθουσαι) B 127 sola 


B and Latin Sympathy. 


It continues to be impossible to divorce B from the Latin and to 
treat its text as ‘‘ neutral.” 

Consult Mark xiv. 30 we «παρνησὴ (pro atapynon we) NBDAC (fam 13) 
(με apynon W) and latt (W-H Sod). All others and V have the common 
order. The point being that B is supported by both the graeco-latins 
DA (L 69* Sod°” and k* alone omit με, evidently seeing in their copies 
the two orders). In this case, by Hort’s canons, L 69 Sod’ and k would 
represent the ‘‘true” ‘‘neutral” shorter text against B. But this is 
very unlikely, as we is required in this sentence. 

In xiv. 72 the same order occurs in NBCL WAY Old Latins and copt 
(W-H Sod). 

As bearing on this in the immediate context note Mark xv. 1, where 
BDLW53 Sod? 46 2Ρὲ 892 Sod'**" omit ἐπὶ to before πρωΐ, agreeing exactly 
with the Latin mane. Again here D supports (so W-H tzt, not Sod). 
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In the same neighbourhood, Mark xv. 32 NBDKLAII (W-H Sod) 
omit tov before ἰσραηλ. Here we have conjunction BDA once more 
- with the Latin. W is wanting but 28 157 604 Paris®’ do not omit. 

Again xv. 90 for καὶ καταβα of Greek and Syr we find καταβὰς by 
NBD*AWV Sod and k l n vg copt (W-H Sod). 

Again xv. 27 for otavpovsw of the usual text we find εσταυρωσαν 
by B 2”° agreeing with ὁ d ff, k n not followed by W-H or Sod. 

Incidentally we may ask why BDW and c** Sod™* are found alone 
in conjunction at xv. 44 with én for mada. Is this small group really 
‘neutral’ here against all else? If so it is a graeco-latin (jam. . .jam). 
Hort has it in his text, so that it must be ‘‘ neutral”’ as well! 

Referring to k’s omission in xiv. 30, we find another case at xv. 8, 
where there are two very different readings to choose from, ἀναβὰς 
(of NBD 892 sah boh goth (a) ὁ d ff, | r ὃ vg) and αναβοησας (of the 
great majority of Greeks, of the syriac, of arm and of diatess™”). be figq 
are wanting, but ὃ writes ascendisset over avaBonoas. Aeth conflates 
both readings. 

We know then that in k’s time both readings must have been extant 
—as k omits—and B chose (siding with ND on the Latin side). 

It is quite noteworthy that B goes with the Hgyptian versions 
here, besides the Latin, against the syriacs and the diatessaron, and 
against N°PA fifteen uncials and W and all the cursives including fam 1 
fam 13 28 and 157 485 and 2° 604. 

This is a very remarkable place and merits more attention in these 
discussions than it has hitherto received. The new uncial W with > 
(® wanting) V and the notable cursives Paris*’ and Laura‘! with all 
Soden’s other codices go with the mass of Greeks for avaBonoas against 
NBD 892 latt, while the Latin here is hopelessly opposed to the Syriac 
and to its great friend the diatessaron. Further observe extraordinary 
unanimity here among the Latins (the Latin diatessaron vg? is confused 
here and leaves out Mark xv. 8). Sod follows Hort with avaBas. 

Jebb refers to a similar case in the Old Testament as regards 
aveRnoev and avaBonoev 2 Kings xxii. 9. 

For further detail, observe the following : 

Mark i. 2. —eyo BD Sod? 288 latt 
10. εἰς avtov (pro em avTor) BD fam 13a dl and vg in 
ipso, ὃ in eo, against all the rest and the sympathising 
cursives. W seems to have changed eic to en at the time 
it was written. Sod follows Hort for εἰς. 
iv. 1. οχλος πλείστος pro οχλος πολυς NBCLA and only these plus 
W 892 W-H Sod. Possibly from an original turba multa multa 
(this redupl. is quite common), but cf. Matt xii. 2 at the parallel 
where πᾶς 0 οχλος 15 used. 7AevoTos is unusual, occurring only 
in the Gospels at Matt. xi. 20 au πλεισται Suvapers αὐτου and 
Matt. xxi. 8 o de πλειστος οχλος. As W joins exceptionally 
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xiv. 10. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


I should think multa multa must have stood in the copies. 
(See note to John vu. 39 in Part II). Nor do I need to be told 
that this is far-fetched, because in the very next words W 
‘“‘oives away’ a purely latin reading known only from ὦ e which 
have ad litus for ev tn θαλασση (primo loco) while W has παρα 
tov avytadov. D has only repay της θαλασσης and 131 παρα 
τὴν θαλασσαν. d = circa mare, a circa litus maris, ¢ ff. proxime 
litus, 2°° = emu tn θαλασσὴ and qg super mare. 

In secundo loco where most have προς τὴν θάλασσαν, but D* 
περᾶν της θαλασσὴς (a d 1 q circa mare), W has ev τω αὐγιαλω 
with bce /f ff2 in litore. 


3. σπειραι (pro του σπειρα) N* BW" Sod?” et W-H [Sod tat] 


Cf seminare it?! et d (om D*") 


. προσεκυνῆσεν avtov (pro mp. avtw) BACLA 892 al. d|contra 


Ds"| ὃ et latt copt (et W-H Sod) 


. & TOW (— Tw) B 447 soli inter gr. et vg et f ὃ 


[contra copt et NW rell ev τω πλοιω, sed om ev τω TAOLwW D it? 


. >0 aos, ovTOS BD 3872 Laura4! Jatt against all 
others as well as W and copt. Not followed by W-H Sod tat. 
. τέ αυτος (post ewBas) Bs! 372 W-H mg, +avtos ante euBas 
b dir, et D k ipse ascendit 
. ζωὴν atoviav Bs! Cf vitam aeternam 
. —oov 860. BWDAW) 2°° Sod? be flaghhiek qr 


. ἐκάθισεν (pro κεκαθικε)ὺ NSBCLAYV. No doubt on account 


of sedit all Latins. Only Sod*°™-® 9° 604 892 Paris®’ and 
Evst 36 join V in supporting NBCLA. Soden txt refuses it. 
-- τῆς ante Kapdias 
- τῆς ,, ψυχῆς B* vid 
- τῆς ,, διανοίας 

This is quite striking. D*XY omit the first one only. 
—o (ante wkapiwtns) N*BC*DW 982 fam 13 [non 124] 28 440 
Laura“ 1° Sod*"4 Orig, against sah boh and the rest and refused 
by Sod. 


(But immediately after NBC*LMW have ὁ εἷς (for εἷς) accepted 


21. 


Xvi Lb: 


21. 


by Sod with boh (πιο Δ. 1) against sah orca and Jatt : unus) 
—nv (post καλοὶ BL et W 892 ὁ frail gq aur vgl® but 
refused by Sod. Neither Ψ nor Paris*’ omit and none of the 
others, not even 2’*. The εἰ (si) following may have been 
confused for εἶ (est) “καλὸν avtw εἶ οὐκ εγεννηθη but the 
Latins who omit ἣν say ‘‘ bonum illi si non esset’”’ (fuisset 4). 
τοίκανον Trove (pro To LK. ποίησαι) B Laura*! soli. Refused by 
W-H Sod. Cf lat satisfacere [sed d ff. k 14 om claus cum D*, 
et hiant be fi q, et a mutilus ab Pilatus autem. ..xv. 15]. 
εσταυρωσαν (pro atavpovow) B 2° od ff, k n (= atomntere, 


hiant be fiqrr.) aur gat ὑοῦ", refused by W-H Sod. 
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xv. 44. dn (pro mada) sec loco BDW c Sod? soli vid. This 
corresponds to the yam... jam of the Latins. 

W goes as far as to repeat the τεθνηκὲν in the second place for 
areOavev of nearly all. D says τεθνηκει (syr sin omits πάλαι, and 2?° 

m 7. omit the clause). 
xvi. 2. -- τη (ante μι) BW1soliet{W-H |. Cf latt una vel prima. 
Soden holds τῆς μίας, but his notes are confusing in the 

extreme. 


As to Coptic. 


i. 4. κηρυσσων (— ca) Ὁ 88 73 892 W-H sah boh*® [non al. | 
84. τα δαιμονια Karke = B vid cum boh (hiat sah). The others 
have λαλεῖν τα δαιμονια, but D d latt syr sin aeth: avta λαλειν 
in the order of B, but more simply. 
37. Kat evpoy avTov και λεγουσιν NBL 892 soli et W-H cum ὁ 
boh®’ aeth 
This is a very noteworthy place. All the sympathising 
cursives oppose and with the bulk of the uncials and doh?" have 
καὶ evpovtes avtov Aey., or aS D lat syr arm goth sah καὶ ote 
evpov autov Ney. Tisch records ὃ ὁ for ‘“‘ nil nist dicentes.”’ 
To these two Old Latin witnesses add the new δ᾽, and it will 
be seen that NBL 892 ὁ are left completely alone with boh *1°% 
and aeth. 

To insist that these boh codices and aeth got it from NBL is to do 
violence to the other passages witnessing to quite the contrary course.t 
A curious and innate sympathy then remains here between these three 
boh codices aeth and NBL e, while W breaks loose from 6 here, and with 

“δ ὁ gives us much the shortest text. 

1. 89. ηλθεν (pro nv) NBL Sod 892 sah boh aeth W-H Sod 
against all else and syr latt arm goth. The “erat praedicans ” 
is not very pretty in Latin, and yet the Latins held it. I am 
convinced that ηλθεν is sheer improvement by NBL. Even 
33 and Paris” desert them, and they had upheld them in two 
violent changes in verse 38. Why on earth should ‘‘Antioch”’ 
have substituted ἣν for ηλθεν N goes further and after 
λθεν substitutes κηρύσσειν for κηρυσσων with boh. 

1. 1. --καὶ (ante ἠκουσθὴη) NBL 28 33 124 [non fam] 205 604 

Paris” W-H Sod. ac sah boh arm. 
2. —evdews NBLW 33 604 Paris” 892 W-H (non Sod) 
b gol 12 vg sah boh arm aeth syrs™ (contra D rell qui saepe 
in ch. 1 evGews om.) 


1 For consider aeth at 1. 84 where aeth goes with syr sin Dd and all Latins; ati. 11 
where it goes with a (f goth); at i. 15 with syr pesh ; at i. 21 where it steers its own 
course; ati. 29 with 3; ati. 88 with syr sin. 
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ll. 4. mpoceveyxat NBL Sod”? (33) 63 253 372 892 Hust 48 f l vg 
(offerre contra accedere it) sah boh aeth. This is an important — 
place. D with the rest and it syr has προσεγγίσαι (a few 
eyyioat) and W προσελθειν. As to 28 2P¢ 604 Paris” they con- 
tradict flatly NBL copt and have προσεγγισαι. W seems to be 
retranslating accedere of the Old Latin. Sod refuses προσενεγκαι. 

7 init. ott (pro tt) B Sod°® ps only. Cf ore τι of sah boh with 
the usual introductory xe. Also syr. [But see ix. 11, 28. ] 

16. καὶ (οι) γράμματεις των faploatwv (pro Kat ot γραμ. καὶ ot pap.) 
read by NBLAW 33 28 124 (against the rest) 6 copt (not syr) 

The points which particularly appeal to me in such passages are the 
opposition in the fam 13 group and the absence of such controlling Mss 
as fam 1 157 2° [Soden quotes 93'??] 604 892 Paris’’. 

Here, where Tisch. quotes copt (‘ita certe cop! cop*detd”) we 
must correct from Horner. Sah reads καὶ o dap. (i.e. “with the 
pharisees ’’) and only the boh Mss A,F'*?0 are reported for των dap. This 
is important. For if while considering Egyptian or Alexandrian influence 
on NB we are likely to be held up and the point made that NB influenced 
the coptic versions instead of vice versa, we point to a passage like this 
where the Egyptian versions refused to be influenced ; at any rate a trace 
remains only in two bohairic mss and possibly in the first hand of a third. 

ii. 17. + ote (ante ov χρειαν) BA Sod? 6 2° LauraA! Sod**! sah boh. 

Absolutely no others yet greedily seized by Sod*t [W-H™*]. 
This is noteworthy for it is followed five words further by : 
ibid. adda(proarr’) BWsolicumsah boh (morecopt), refused by Sod. 

18. ov δὲ σοι (-- μαθηταὶ B sol cum 127 2° boh?!, refused by Sod. 

This therefore establishes an absolute relationship between 
B and coptic (= boh™*) in vv. 17 and 18. 

22. απολλυται Kat οὐ ackot B 892%4 only, and so exactly boh. No 
others, but accepted by W-H Sod. This among a very com- 
plicated number of changes in the account of the wine and 
bottles is most striking, coming right after the minutiae 
noticed above. 

11. 6. εδιδουν pro εποίουν BL fam 13 28 2”° 604 Sod** only with 
boh?i2s1°, adopted by W-H and Soden. 
This is interesting (and cannot be classed beyond under 
‘“‘Synonyms”’) because the syriac can lend itself to either inter- 
pretation and is indeterminate (rendered ceperunt by syr™). 
I hardly think it is fair to suggest that eddour is “ neutral” ; 
rather is it a correction. Notice that δὲ is absent, reading 
with CA Sod°° 2° ἐποίησαν. The latins and ὦ use faciebant 
(ᾳ iniebant). Paris® ἐποίουν with most. D*" a wovovvtes. W 
Sod”? erovovvto. As to the coptic, notice A,O again come in 
for εδιδουν as they did above for των φαρισαιων (1. 16). 
892* is uncertain with ἐποίησαν in the margin. 
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lll. 


8. 


15. 


90. 
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ποίει (pro ἐποιε) BL W-H (none of the sympathising cursives) 

and sah bohinae against ND and the rest + W2®. 
- θεραπευειν Tas νόσους καὶ NBC*LA 892 2” sah boh, against 
all else [none of the other sympathising cursives nor Latin nor 
Syriac nor Arm. nor Goth] yet followed by T Tr W-H Rev 
and Soden txt. Observe aeth which evidently put the clause 
in after considerable research, for aeth adds it after εκβαλλειν 
τα δαιμονία instead of before the clause. This is not necessarily 
en Matix. 1. 

The community of Egyptian origin for NBLA is hereby 
set forth, and the ‘‘neutral’’ text transferred bodily to 
Alexandria, and I claim that the ‘‘ neutral’’ text is part of a 
revision by the Alexandrian School and not a survival of 
Apostolic days. Here NBC*LA are supported not by a single 
Greek cursive [except 2”° (against 604) 892], not by any syriac 
or arm., not by any Latin, but by all the mss of the sah and 
boh which we know. 

In boh I may point out that there might be confusion and 


exclusion from similarity of appearance between cywru, and 


(πὶ (infirmus). See Horner’s note in doh as to addition by 
codd. F°G*. 

The new Codex W* does not omit, and adds after δαιμονία 
end of verse καὶ περιάγοντες κηρυσσιν To εὐαγγέλιον. The place, 
folio 319, is worth study, for no στίχος space is found between 
νοσους and και exBadrew, while there is one between δαίμον!α 
and the addition. 

— yap B be boh et W-H tat [non Sod] 


iv. 21. +o7e (ante μητ) BL 892 soli =copt+xe. Accepted by 


W-H, refused by Sod. 
Fam 13 and 28 add ἐδετε. The rest all omit. 


The sentence runs: καὶ ἔλεγεν avtois [ote] ponte epyetar (απτεται D 
latt) 0 λυχνος wa ὑπο τον μοδιον τεθη. 

Is it possible to imagine that BL preserve the original and that all others, 
including the other important sympathising cursives, have dropped it ? 
More likely again BL show Egyptian or Alexandrian minds or eyes at work. 

iv. 34. και χωρις (pro χωρις de) BA 604 (soli inter gr-lat) cum sah 


syr pesh aeth boh™ but refused by both W-H and Sod. 


v. 42. και εἐξεστησαν --εὐθυς NBCLA 33 892 [non al. min] boh aeth 


Vi. 


2. 


8. 


W-H Sod txt [contra DW rell et latt sah syr]. 

οι (ante πολλοι) BL fam 13 [non 124] 28 [non ὟΥ ] 892" 
sah bohattur (syx enyph) W-H Sod tat [Non Paris® non N]. 

Very strange if this οὗ should have been cut out of all other 
texts, including δὲ [V does not begin until ch. ix]. 
μὴ αρτον μὴ πηραν NBCLA Sod”°!3 33 892 Paris®’ boh 
[non sah] aeth W-H Sod [contra W et D et rell omn et sah et 
minn rell omn |. 

G 
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vi. 9. This is instantly followed by αλλα for adn (before υποδεδεμενους, 
forming a hiatus) ex more copt by NABCDLUN® 28 scr? 
\ Paris*’, but W is careful to write αλλ᾽ and insert an apostrophe ! 
11. This is again shortly afterwards followed by a pure coptic 
form. For observe that coptic is always precise. It does not 
say wbi or quo but always in loco quo. So here: 
os av τοπος μὴ δεξηται NBLA*W fam 13 28 W-H Sod is 
found in boh (sah) aeth vg", while the others have: os av μὴ 
δεξηται C (fam 1) and AD and the large majority ooo av μὴ 
δεξωνται, latt etc. W here apparently shares the bohairic 
influence against the Latins, but as 6 is missing now we cannot 
be sure that it did not have it. A Latin trace remains in 
vg" only, 7. is missing and only begins again at vi. 14. 
20. -- καὶ (ante cvvetnper)  B*' cum sah 1/3 (= sah”) 
The previous places have all considerable importance and should be 
observed carefully for they lead up to: 

vi. 20. y7rope (pro emo) NBL Sod (and W nopeto) sah boh, 
against all the rest, against the friendly cursives, and against laté 
syrr and aeth yet willingly incorporated by W-H ὠ Sod texts. 

The Semitic πολλὰ ero appears to have offended the early 

Alexandrian recensors of Greek and Coptic texts. But this clear coptic 
adherence against all else destroys ‘‘neutrality”’ for NBL and for W 
here. See also the parallel in Luke. 


Mark 
vi. 27. eveyxat (pro evexOnvat) NBCA# 892 copt W-H [non Sod] 
- against all else and DW as well as L and Latt adferri. (See 
under ‘‘ Change of voice”). 6 over A® has ‘‘adferri vel adduci.” _ 
40. xata bis (pro ava bis) NBD 21 boh et W-H Sod tzt. 
vil. 4. ραντισωνται (pro βαπτισωνταῦ NB min® sah Huthym. See 
under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
6. -+ote (ante ovtos ο Xaos) NBL 372 892 Laura“! boh sah 
(syr) W-H Sod txt [non Paris**| 
16. Om vers boh [non sah] cum NBLA 28 [non W rell] W-H, non Sod. 
29. See under “ Order.” Ὁ 
37. +s post rerouncey BY! W-H™ (boh), cf sah + οοσςτ ε et boh 
Vill. 2. προσμενουσι (—por) B cum doh tribus (Cf latt ὧδε εἰσιν) 
3 fin. εἰσιν (pro ἡκασιν vel neovow) BLA* 892 sah 1/5 bohwattur 
W-H [non Sod, non al. nec latt syr] 
4. +or7e (ante ποθεν) BLA 115 892 Paris’ sah boh [non al. | 
W-H ἀ Sod.t 


t It is exceedingly important to distinguish and appreciate this overlying coptic 
influence on W. I have observed that soon after the beginning of ch. v. W began to 
drift away from 6. Since vi. 8 ὁ is missing, but we have seen above (vi. 11) the same 
overlying Egyptian influence on W. Probably from v. onwards W used another graeco- 
coptic Ms. 


1 Observe Soden’s thoroughly Alexandrian mind, adopting this but refusing the same 
gtoup above. 
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In view of varying treatment here by others (see Tisch and 


evidence) this seems purely ‘‘ Egyptian.”’ 
vill. 9--οὐ dayovtes (See under ‘‘ Improvement.’’) 
20. +avtw (ante erta fin) BCLA 892 Sod’***? | non txt | boh a aeth 
21. voevte (pro συνιετ)ὶ Ἐ 372 Sod??? 4) sed Ds* cuvvoecte 
This is rather a curious place. At first sight it looks simply 
harmonistic from Matt xvi. 11 where νοεύτε is used, but the συννοειτε of 
“may be meant for ovy voe:re, and οὖν is present in some Greeks 
(fam 13) and in sah, but there it is GE not own as it would be in bok 
if present there, where it does not find a place. The boh word for 
συνίετε 15 Tetrenacti but in sah =f vetoes: It seems clear 
therefore that B may have seen this noes in a close parallel column and 
written voevre by mistake rather than have recollected or borrowed from 
St. Matthew. 
Mark 
Vill. 28. βλέπεις (pro Bree) BCDA* Sod? 372 2”° Paris” sah boh 
aeth (strengthened by sy7 sin diatess) but against all else. 
W writes Pree, and 28 after hesitating (and doubtless consulting 
his authorities) decides to do likewise; so does Sod txt against W-H 

viii. 28. ore (ante ιωαννην) NB copt (ut solet) (syr) et W-H txt 
contra rell et latt omn. Clearly from copt yet Sod txt has [or]. 
ibid. -Ἐ οτι (ante eas) NBC*L 892 copt (ut solet) (syr) W-H Sod txt 

(latt pl quasi unum, ws eva D, sed Gr?! et W eva tantum). 
30. τὴν eavtov ψυχὴν (pro THY ψυχὴν αὐτου prim)  B 28 copt (ut 

solet) Orig W-H txt. No others. 
37. +0 (ante ανθρωπος) B*' cum sah et boh. Why do W-H 

avoid ? 

x. 1, + «av (ante περαν) NBC*LY 892 sah boh (against περαν 
others and latin, and δια tov περαν others, καὶ δια του περαν 
Laura“!), So W-H, and Sod in square brackets. Latter 
omits copt. 

6. —o Geos NBCLA [non ΨΊ Sod® cd [non ff, male Sod.] sah boh 
W-H [non al. latt gr non syr arm aeth] cf Matt xix. 
24, -- τους πεποιθοτας επι (τοις) ypnuacw NBWAY k sah bohs* 
(aeth) [contra rell syr sin et Clem*s| Of Merx ad loc. p. 122 seq. 
26. λέγοντες προς avTov (pro dey. προς eavTous) NBCAYWV 892 
Sod" δ᾽ sah boh W-H, non Sod [contra rell et W et latt syr 
aeth arm goth (om mp. avt. Clem ut Matt Luc) | 
As Tisch says “at nusquam apud Mc Aeyew προς twa.” He 
accordingly retains πρὸς eavtous in his text. Not so W-H, who of course 
follow the little ‘“‘ Egyptian” (not “neutral’’) group. Souter’s R-V also 
leaves αὐτὸν in the text, but places eavrous in the sub-margin. 

x. 29. > pntepa ἡ matepa = BCA et W® [non Ψ] Sod, 61 106 2° 
604 Sod™'""° only of minuscules, ὁ f 4 only of Latins, with sah 
boh order against the rest and Orig, but followed by Sod tzt. 

35. ov δυο woe (pro vos vel ot vot) BC Paris®" soli cum sah boh aeth. 
G 2 
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This is against ND vell omn vid and W®Y and Orig with syr lat 
arm. It is a clear improvisation from the account in Matthew (xx. 20 seq) 
where the mother comes, but it does not say there ‘‘ with her two sons” ὦ 
but in verse 21 only does she ask “‘ that her two sons..”’ ΒΒ is convicted 
here of running with a coptic error against N and Orig. How many 
more instances of this kind must I adduce before the worshippers of B 
and the obsequious slaves of Hort will allow that I am right? Coptic 
and BC no more got this from a common original with coptic than B obtained 
his αἰωνίαν in verse 30 from an original.t B and coptic conspired to add 
δυο, and B wanted to exhibit the real gender of ζωὴν in verse 30. Because 
the unfortunate and erring Ms C supports B here in verse 35, Hort places 
δυο in his text in square brackets. Can any system be more vicious? 
Not even L or V is found to support BC copt, and even A pulls away 
from the harmonising consortium of BC. ΔΨ really belong to the base 
NBL, so that their defection here is absolutely conclusive. Nor is the not- 
able cursive 892 recorded by Harris nor Soden’s other ss for this -Ἐ δυο. 


Mark 


x. 87. Σ᾿ σοὺ ex deEvwy (pro ex δεξιων gov) NBC*LAYV 892 boh [non 
sah| 6. In the second clause boh repeats σου εἕ αριστερων L", 
σου εξ εὐωνυμων N*", against most εξ εὐωνυμων cov, but BDA 
and WW3 1 [non fam] ΡῈ Sod'*°* omit the second cov with 
be d γῇ, 921 k (om bis) q ὃ vg% 8 vg?. It may be worth while 
to exhibit here boh and sah, which differ, as boh goes with 
NBC*LAY in the first place : 

boh DANA NTE OCAI DERKCI CATEKOCINAAR OCOY, OTA! 
IXILOM CATEKXAGOH Den Mekwov 

sah XEKAC EPE OTR RKRARON PQ RKOOC HI OCNARR RR*LOK 
2CW OFA OI OBoTP gn2n0K 92x Teooe NTEKARLIT- 
TEpo. 

46. προσαιτης (pro προσαυτων vel erator) (N)BLAY 892 k and boh 
Sod tat (contra Merx p. 130) but against the rest and against sah. 

47. ἐστιν (post tnoovs) B 273 Paris®*’ Sod'** sah (et syr), contra 

N rell omn et boh latt™. 

49, evrev * φωνησατε avtov (pro evrev avtov φωνηθηναι) NBCLAY 7 
892 Sod™* k ὃ and boh only W-H Sod tzt, against the rest and 
sah specifically and Origen. Here in two places within three 
verses we see B with sah and then with Joh, as so often. 
Instead of a B text governing the joint base of boh sah, it 
would appear that B consulted both coptic versions, and 
possibly if we had the third coptic version we should see 
other points of sympathy there. 

ΧΙ. 1. βηδφαη ΒΒ Cf. sah 1/5 Ruacdaxn (sah 4/5 BHodatH) 

xii. 19. > καὶ wn adn τεκνον NBCLAY 88 892 Paris*’ Sod™* ff. sah 


t But pera των vier avrns. Only U 7, add δυο there. 
t See under ‘“‘ Change of Gender.”’ 


SY 
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ἘΠ 27, 


xii. 


38. 


: 


92. 
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[on boh] (syr sin). See remarks above. This order opposes 
everything else, and is refused by Soden text. But why ? 
“πολυ πλανασθε NBCLWAY 892* Sod!*4 48 & sah boh 
against everything else including 33 and Paris” and verss : 
“‘yuets ουὐν πολυ πλανασθε. Here Sod encloses vues ovy in 
square brackets. 
Out of three deliberate and distinct recensions NBLAY 892 
(και ev Tn SiOaxn αὐτου ereyev) follow boh (against sah). So 
also Sod txt. See under “‘ Two or more recensions in Mark.” 
dex (—yap) N*BWY soli vid., sah boh syr pesh*™4 against 
all else and Paris” and syr sin pesh™. Sod [yap]. No new 
evidence. 

Why should we attribute this to coptic influence and not to 
a common base? Because at: 


. (S)BL(W)Y (28) elide both copulas ἐσονται σεισμοι. . .ecovtTat 


λιμοι, Which is simply the coptic manner. It appeals to Soden.. 


. —es τὴν οἰκιαν §=NBLY 245892 Sod" ck sah boh syr pesh [non 


sin]. See under ‘Improvement.’ (This does not appeal to 
Soden). 
ayyenos (pro ot ἀγγέλοι vel ov ἀγγέλοι οι) BS! et W-H™. This 
is a very pretty place and one of the few where we can swear 
that B saw the coptic and was influenced by it. In the first 
place observe that NDKLUW’® and some twenty-five minus- 
cules write οὐ ἀγγέλοι. In the second place note that all the 
rest, ὖ.6. twelve uncials plus W®Y and minn, with sah, write 
ou ἀγγέλοι ot. B then did not get this from sah although both 
sahidic and bohairic plurals do not change their termination, 
and in sah we read owae MarvedAoc ete, The’ oeae 
TtcayHpe etc. B could not have been copying sah or he would 
have seen the ey in et Ott following, which corresponds to 
the οἱ following ἀγγέλοι in most Greeks. "What was B doing ? 
Well it may be that sah influenced bok for a singular, for 
boh, instead of sah’s owrne Narreaoc etc, has simply owae 
arreaAoc Aen The. At any rate B agrees with five or 
six codices of the bohairic alone here (with Aug libere). 
Whatever may be said of our other examples I pray the gentle: 
critic and benevolent reader to ponder this very specially. Nor 
can it be said to me that these bohairic codices were following 
B. I deny it utterly. For in the very next verse B omits καὶ 
προσεύχεσθε, which no coptic Mss do. And Bis alone here with 
D acd k against all else but one poor little cursive 122 which 
stands out thus like a lost sheep, apart from 1 13 28 157 2°° 604 
892 Paris” Laura‘? which with V and W go against BD here, 
Yet W-H om. καὶ προσευχεσθε, and have ayyedos in margin, 
Consult xiv. 18 beyond as to coptic methods by B. 
(See under ‘‘ Improvement.’’) 
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χῖνε Ὁ: 


rf 
10. 
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συντριψασα (-- καὶ NBLY doh. All the rest have the copula. 
Even D 2?* with καὶ θραυσασα, and syr pesh et aperuit, and sah 
ae, yet Sod tat [no new mss| omits καὶ as well as W-H. 
+mavtote in sec loco BUN*Y 892 Laura’! soli cum sah boh. 
ὁ εἷς (pro eis) NBC*LMY 892 = boh mrovway against sah 
(ow&) (But immediately before N*BC*DW?3 13 28 440 
Laura‘! Orig omit o before ἐσκαριωτῆς with Latt against 
sah and boh.) 


18 fin. των εσθιοντων μετ εμου ( pro ο ἐσθίων μετ ἐμοῦ) B*! cum sah 


20. 


boh. | VonSoden omits boh, but adduces no new Greek evidence ]. 
This, coupled with the places at viii. 37, xiii. 82, noticed 
above, is absolutely conclusive that B saw the Coptics. They 
alone have the matter thus in the plural. Not one Latin even, 
as far as I can see, has manducat. ΑἸ] have the verb in the 
singular. And all Greeks, including W and the friendly V, 
make no change. 
πε. NBCL et WWI min™4 et 892 [non 28 non Paris®’| sah 
boh. The presence of W here (against 28) may be due to 
coptic. The other seventeen uncials with all Jatt (which have 
to render ex) and sy7 oppose with ex. 


ibid fin. Observe the strange (but for possible support of ΟἿ 


21. 


24. 


40. 


50. 


Sod°® 2°) EICTOENTPYBLION for εἰς To τρυβλίον by B. Tisch 
says “εἰς To ev τρυβλιον (sive evtp.)”’ but there is no such word 
as evtpuBdvov. The hand which went over B has added a 


smooth breathing over EN, but Westcott and Hort read it as 
év, and actually place this in the text in square brackets. 
May it not be due to an error oculi from the coptic column 
Hen fxn the €N coming directly before τὸ τρυβλιον 
there ? 
We cannot neglect the possibility of the previous point, when we 
see immediately following at the head of this verse the intro- 
ductory coptic xe followed by NBLY 892 Paris®’ only seized 
again by Soden’s Alexandrian mind. (W does not have it, yet 
it conflates uraye and παραδιδοταῖ immediately afterwards). 
To εκχυννομενον ὑπερ πόλλωὼ NBCU et Ψ 892 (sol. inter 
minn) sah boh aeth W-H ὦ Sod tat. 
To ὑπερ (vel περι) πολλων εκγυννομενον Dunc et WEP minn 
omn vid. latt syr. 


. ἐπίπτεν (pro erecev) NBLYV 892 boh [non sah] W-H ὦ Sod 


tat. See under “ Historic present”’ (imperfect). 
»αὐυτων οἱ οφθαλμοι (pro ot οφθ. avtwv) NBCLA et ΦΨ Sod” 
108 115 127 238 e&* 892 Paris® Laura’! Sod” sah boh (more 
copt, non “ex more Marci” ut Tisch). Against them are all the 
rest and W and the Latins and Syriac. (See below xiv. 65). 
For καὶ αφεντες avtov travtes εφυγον of D, most Greeks (syr) 
sah and latt (as Matthew), the order is changed by NBCLAYV 


Mark 
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61 258 435 892 Paris’ Laura’? zs Het Sod*4 goth boh to και 
αφεντες avtov epvyov παντες, adopted by Sod. 


It is noteworthy as exhibiting this well-known group of uncials 
hanging together with doh against sah. 

(For the variations see Horner’s note in sah.) The new Ms W is 
with D and the mass and sah against boh. 


xiv. 60. 
61. 


65. 


ote (pro τι) BWY soli et W-H™ (cf. boh xe) 

ουκ ἀπεκρίνατο ovley = =NBCLY 33 892 Laura’! sah both aeth 
Orig 1/2 W-H Sod, against οὐδὲν avexp. of the rest and W 
Orig 1/2. 

>avtov To προσωπν NBCLUAW 33 108 127 892 Paris” 
Sod" cont (See above xiv. 40) Sod follows both here and 
above. 


68 fin. Om. NBLWY 892 Paris” Hyst 17 ¢ boh sah syr sin [non 


69. 


ΧΕ. 


15. 


i. 22. 


Tisch 


Sod]. See under ‘‘ Harmonistic.”’ 
evrev (pro np&ato λεγε») Only B and sah boh aeth W-H™. 
Nothing else. Take a cross reference from this (in Matt. xxvi. 
71 λεγει) and see under ‘‘ Harmonistic,” and if it does not give 
my readers a startling picture of a coptic conspiracy with B 
I shall be surprised. In these other places B has some little 
support. Here however B is in solitary grandeur with sah 
boh aeth and these alone. δὲ deserts him, CLAW desert, W 
avoids it, D and all Latins contradict absolutely, and so do 
both syriacs. (Soden neglects to chronicle boh and aeth. 
This is careless for boh agrees absolutely, and this must be 
considered with xy. 15 below.) 

- θέλετε See under ‘‘ Harmonistic.” 

παρεδωκεν δὲ Tov ιν dpay. B Sod'***and boh alone. See under 
“SN and B differences” in Part IL for the three 
varying orders. 


. —mew NBC*LAY 604 Sod" n boh arm syr sin Cyr™* (against 


the rest and sah, all other Latins extant and syr and aeth). 


. —Kat (ante yeutoas) BLY [non minn vid] ¢ (fot) vg®™ boh (sah) 
. —Kpakas NBL οὐ V 892 copt W-H Sod tat. (See 


‘“‘ Improvement. ’’) 


. +7 (ante two. wntnp) BY 131? soli et (sah boh) 


Latin and Coptic. 


. 2. —eyw BD Sod°? 2°° latt sah 3/4 
24. 


λεγων (—ea) NBDWA Sod? 28* 157 372 2”° latt syr aeth boh 
(hiat sah) |Habent 604 Paris® rell unc et ΣΦ Orig Lust Cyr] 
ρηξει (pro ρησσε) NBCDL Sod°*® 33 892 2° latt aliq et sah 
[non boh| W-H txt [non Sod] Cf Luc v. 81 
asks if other cursives besides 33 give the future. Apparently 
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only 2? and 892. The rest all have the present, and W gives the passive, 


retaining the present tense διαρρησσονται Ol ασκοι. 
Mark 


ili. 9. πλοιαρια (pro πλοιαριον)ὺ B'°' cum sah. [Sod omits sah]. I 
place this here under Coptic and Latin, because the Latin “ ut 
navicula (most omit 7) deseruiret’’ may be responsible. 

11. 18. tov Kavavacov NBCDLA 33 372 2°° Paris’ Sod?**™ tad 
(0 κανανεος W = boh TikKaNamEeoc) contra Kavavitns sah et 
Gr rell et Sod” 28 157 604 892 etc. arm goth. 


v. 6. See under “ Latin.” 
9. rey. ovowa μοι +eotw Ἔ (Ὁ) fam 13 238 372 latt”! sah boh 
vil. 2. προσμενουσι (— μοι) Be" cum boh*s Cf D wée εἰσιν et 


d ex quo hic sunt. 
33. — τῷ (ante wetpo) NBDL 21 only (non al.minn vid) W-H ὦ Sod. 
1x. 8. μετα eavtwr post evdoy (instead of fin) B 33 Paris®’ ¢ f and sah 
(syr sin) W-H, non Sod. 
As it does not appear in Matt. xvi. 8 (except that 33 inserts there) 
it may have been early deleted from Mark and then added in the margin 
whence B copied into the wrong place, or else may mean sympathy with 
sahidic order, but boh keeps the usual order. 
x, 28. ηκολουθηκαμεν (pro ἠκολουθησαμε) BCDW Sod! (Sod™*) 
lat copt 
This follows αφηκαμὲεν and is probably alliterative as well. If 
ηἠκολουθηκαμεν be “neutral” then all the rest of the Greeks have fallen 
into a curious error! Even Soden recognises this. 
x. 43. (pr loco) ἐστιν (pro εσταὴ NBC*DLAWY Sod**** it?! copt 
ΧΙ. 17. πεποιήκατε (pro etouncate) BLAW Orig only W-H ὦ Sod txt 


xiv. 40. παλιν ἔλθων ευρεν avtous NBLY 892 copt q [non Sod] 
Kat ελθων εὑρεν avTovs Daed f, Κα 
against ὑποστρέψας evpev avtovs παλιν W reli pl. 


txv. 1. πρὸ NBCDL et Vi Sod 46 892 Sod" 2°° latt boh Orig 
[for ἐπὶ to mpwe g A unc et WE minn et 604 Paris” syr arm 
goth W-H & Sod (k* e mane) | 
Sah aeth and e = cum autem mane factum esset 
8. avaBas NBD 892 latt copt goth, against avaBonoas of the 
rest and even A*LW and WV all minn (but 892), syr arm and 
diatess, while k omits, and aeth conflates. 


Traces of Syriac. 


111. 17. ovoua (pro ονοματα) BD 28 225 271 syr (boh*™™*) W-H 
[non Sod] t 
iv. 20. —ev sec et tert BY cum ἃ (Cf syr pesh, hiat sin) 
22 fin. φανερωθη ΒΝ et (sah syr pesh) 
v. 2. —evdews BW Sod [non ND d reli] sed 


syrPesh sin ners 1/2 et ὃ ὁ ὁ ff. 1 vg® 


t Tisch omits the evidence of 2°. t Cf. Merz, pp. 40, 41. 


Mark 


ays 


Mark 


89. 


40. 


111. 


Mark Re 


. 40. 


. εξηλθον 


. oTnvat (pro σταθηναι) 


. duvn pro duvacar bis 


. eyyapevovew (pro ayyapevovow) 


. ἐμπροσθεν (pro εναντίον) 
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eotw trsfert post ncovs B* cum 273 Sod Paris” syr pesh 
syr sin (et sah) 


μαρίαμ ἡ mays. BCWY fam 1 syr W-H [non Sod]. 


Form. 


NBCL Sod°° 33 179 Paris*” Sod’ et Sod txt. Al. 
et D8" εξέληλυθα, vel ἐληλυθα WAG! 28 892 al. et latt et ἃ. 
This is followed by nev pro ἣν by NBL Sod°® 892 [not even 
33 or Paris*’| sah boh aeth against all else and the other syr 
arm goth versions, which are solid for nv. To show that this 
is coptic reaction consider the unique κηρυσσιν of δὲ following 

(for κηρυσσων)ὴ =boh. But Soden swallows ηλθεν as W-H. 
duvn (pro duvaca) B. This presupposes that every other 
Greek has changed dvvy or duva to δυνασαι. Soden’s 
sympathetic Sinai Mss do not join. See below, ix. 22/23. 

BL 892 Paris®’ and so W-H Sod tzt, 
but apparently no other support. 


. oTnvat NBCL Sod**® 213 892 and W-H Sod (om claus otnvat 
...oTnvae Paris” ex homoiotel.) 

. παρατιθωσιν N*BLM*WAIL Sod** et txt, παραθωσιν D rell. 

. THPNTE B Evst 15 (pro tnpnonte) ; στησητε D alig. 

. ηδυνασθη NB only with Sod for ηδυνηθη. 

. παρατιθωσι NBCLMA 3872 892 αἰϑὸ Sod ἐπέ (rell παραθωσι) 

. bra NBFLWY 2? W-H ὦ Sod (εὐπον reli et Paris®’) 


See under “‘ Change of Mood.” 


. δυνομεθα B 
. κατεσθοντες B (Cf Lue vii. 33) 
. ἐπεβαλαν XB 


N*B* scr? [non W-H Sod] 
(Ὁ has avyap... here). This is almost purely a N.T. word. 
Only δὲ at Matt. v. 41 changes to evyap. At Matt. xxvii. 32 
nyyapevoar is used by all (including NB) except D nvyap..., L 
nyap.,and some min nyxap. It does not occur outside of these 
three passages. 


Synonyms. 


NBLW 187 mg 604 892 Paris” 
only, while ενωπίον is read by O'D Sod® 3 28 33 511 Hust 29 
Laura’ ?!, and εναντίον by the mass and D. 
Sod). 


(cum poo Gev εναντίον 


If the original Latin coram is primitive and antecedent it will 
account for this more clearly than any “ provincial’’ preferences. 


Here coram is absolutely constant in all Latins. 


But observe 
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elsewhere what happens when the Greek is paramount (this list is 
quite imperfect) : 


Luke v.19. Gr. εμπροσθεν ante latt?! et vg, coram ὃ, in con- 
spectu a d 
Xl. 8. εμπροσθεν coram Jatt?! et vg, in conspectu d 
9. ενωπίον vel εμπροσθεν D al. coram Jatt, in conspectu d 
xiv. 2. εμπροσθεν αὐτου ante illum; Jatt, apud ipsum e, pre- 
sente illo 6, in conspectu ejus d 
x1x. 4. εἰς To εἐμπροσθεν Variant plur latt 
27. εμπροσθεν μου ante me Jatt?! et vg, coram me 6, in 
conspectu meo a d 
ΧΧΙ. 36. εμπροσθεν του wou Tov avou ante fil. hom. latt®' vg, in con- 


spectu fili hom. df 
Jo. x. 4. εμπροσθεν avtwy ropevera ante eas vadit Jatt’ et vg, coram eas 
vadit 6, praecedit eas r 


ΧΙ], 37. ἐμπροσθεν avtwv coram eis latt'' et vg, in conspectu 
eorum ὦ f (r) 

Lukei. 6. εναντίον (vel evwr ior) ante latt?' et vg, ante faciem 6, in 
conspectu d f Hier 

Xxiv. 19. εναντίον (evwrriov D) coram latt®' etvg,inconspectucde Aug 

Act vii.10. εναντίον (vel εναντι) in conspectu latt'' et vg, ante gig, 
coram d 

Vili. 82. ἐναντίον coram latt! et vg, ante Iren 1/2 Tert, 
in conspectu Iren 1/2 

Lukei. 15. ενωπίον coram Jatt" et vg,in conspectu a dIren 

17. ενωπίον ante latt?' et vg, in conspectu, a d 
Iren Ambr, coram Tert 

19. ενωπίον ante latt”' et vg, in conspectu a df, 
om ff. 


This will be sufficient without going further to show what I mean. 
But I do not know whether I have made the matter clear. The point is 
that an original Latin coram in Mark ii. 12 may have given rise to the 
two Greek readings, while coram is constant among the Latins. But in 
the other Gospels and Acts the Greek rarely varies whereas two or three 
varieties are to be observed among the Latins throughout. 


Note also : 
Mark xii. 41. avevavts BUY 33 Paris®™ Sod" κατεναντι δὲ ΤῸ) unc! et WEP 
(κατενωπιον 13-346—556.) 

and ver. 36, vroxatw (pro vrotroéiov) BD T4WY 28 Sod" sah boh syr sin 
υποποδιον N rell et it εἰ d et rell verss et LXX. 
This is quite an important place. For B makes several other 
changes in this verse. It omits ev before tw πνεύματι, omits o before 
κυριος, and substitutes alone καθισον for xafov. Hort makes a positive 
caricature of the LXX quotation, following B even to the placing of B’s 

unique xa@:cov in his margin. 


ν 
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υποκάτω here is read in Matt., but υποποδιον by Luke and the LXX 
and by all Latins in Mark. 


Mark 
xv. 46. μνηματι (pro μνημειω) NB, contra rell omn et W>V¥ minn. 


(xvi. 2. μνημα (pro μνημειον) NC (W 2”) Hes, contra rell omn, 
cf v. 3) 


Omission from Homoioteleuton. 
Mark 


xv. 10 fin. —o1 ἀρχίερες B1 [non fam] 115 349 Paris” [non 892 | 
Sod? 371225 Hust 13 47 syr sin boh [non sah]. 
This is clearly an error from the repetition of the words at the 
beginning of the next verse. We have a nice check here of sah against 
boh, pesh against sin [hiat cw] and WV (besides all the other uncials) 
against B. W is so extremely friendly to B otherwise (and in this 
neighbourhood) that to me its witness is conclusive for the words, 
although they are put into square brackets by W-H. But this may be 


due to the omission in Matt. xxvii. 18. 
Mark 


vill. 17. —ere by no less than NBCD"LNWA®® Sod?” fam 1 28 88 124 
{non rel fam 13] 225 245 2°° [non 604] Paris®’ 892* a sah boh arm aeth 
[non syr sin pesh diatess non rell latt| 

This occurs from CYNIETEETINENWPWMENHN and I claim that the 
omission is an error on the part of all these authorities, including B, for d 
goes against D, 6 goes against A, and syr sin with the other Latins 
witnesses against the Coptic. 

The opposite side of the picture is seen immediately after at 
Mark 

vi. 19, where 28 with fam 18 99 Sod?’ and ὃ ὁ d ff i k add ous after 
aptous (APTOYC OYC €KAACA) against all the Greek uncials [except D 
“tous” borrowing from Latin]. These errors control themselves when we 
balance the evidence properly. 

Of vii. 14 +quem post panem Jatt, but no Greeks which we know have 

APTONON. 
ΧΙ]. 86. —ev (post evrev) Bs! cwm 273 et Sod (teste Sod contra ed. 
Beermann & Gregory). 


GRAMMATICAL CHANGES. 
Change of Voice. 


There is nothing surprising in attributing the changes of voice to 
Alexandrian revision. Observe how the ms W acts at times, 6 4. in the 
matter of the sons of Zebedee at Mark x. 35 where we are to read 
αιἰτησωμεθα instead of αἰτησωμεν B ete. (αιτησομεν N° [δὲ omits clause | 
A, or ερωτησωμεν D 1, 205), or at vi. 20 ἡπορειτο W instead of the ηἡπορει 
of NBL (and ezrovee 1) rell). In these places W stands quite alone. 

vi. 27. eveykae NBCA* 892 copt (active) for evey?nvar (passive) of 

DW and L and all the rest and Latt adferri (Ὁ auferri). 
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As bearing on this matter of voices, perhaps it has something to do 
with retranslation. Observe that at Mark xiv. 14 for φάγω, DW 1-209 
fam 18 have φαγομαι and G 28 118 346 φάγωμαι. 

In St. Luke (xxii. 11) all have dayw without change. 

In St. Matthew xxvi. 18 the expression is tow (ποιήσω D d ἢ 
Orig™*. Cf. sah. It is impossible to divorce D from a coptic background). 


Mark 


iv. 29. 


xiv. 10) 


{- 


vill. 37. 


ix. 00, 


Change of Mood. 


παραδοι (pro παραδω) N*BDA Sod’ 28 2Ρὲ [non ἊΝ] 
(observe variations in boh Mss here) 

Tapacot (pro παραδω) BC*?W 28 (Ὁ προδοι) 
(observe variations in sa Mss here) 

παραδοι ( pro παραδω) BDW 

In these passages in ch. iv. and xiv. the sense is different, so 
that the change is purely that of the grammarian. 

In the first case in ch. iv. it 15 οταν δὲ παραδοι 9 καρπος, 
in the second and third in ch. xiv. wa avtov παραδοι avtous (of 
Judas), and αὐτὸν εὐκαίρως παραδοι. 
dot (ργὸο δωσε) N*Band W-H θέ while N°L and Sod tat 

write dw. 

The sentence is (7) te yap δωσει (or dw or Sor) avos avTan- 
Aaya τῆς Ψυχῆς avTov ; 

The Latins support dwce with dabit. The sah and boh are 
equally emphatic with a future indicative. 

Itremains for N°L Sod to give the subj.andN*B W-H theopta- 
tive against Origen. Whois revising here? [See forachange 
in the context under “‘ Infinitive for the εαν construction.’’] 
yvoe (pro yvw) by SBDLC (cf sah) apparently nc cursives, not 
even 892 Paris®? nor 28 (me teste) nor 205, which have 
mapadot above at iv. 29. Surely this would not have been 
changed to yva, if yvou were original. W does not join here 
but does at xiv. 10,11. Lake prints γνῷ for V. 


. νοι for γνω by ABDLW Paris” [not 28 or others]. Westcott 


and Hort (ii. 168) treat this termination οὐ for ὦ as conjunctive 
not optative, but see Moulton’s Winer, edition 1882, p. 360, 
note 2. And consult further: Luke i. 62 θέλοι, Mark xi. 14 
φαγοι, Act xxv. 16 eyou. «λαβοι, Act 11. 12 θέλοι (NE rell ; θέλει 
ABCD), xvii. 18 θέλοι (all except D* Gedy, four cursives θελει). 
Also: Act xxii. 24 ἐπύγνω by all. And finally: 1 Thess v. 15 
atrooot N*D° (D* etiam aroédoin) FG 
aTroow NSABDSEKLP al. et Patres 

Also note Luke i. 4 of Theophilus wa ἐπύγνοις by N* alone. 
See Sir John Hawkins (‘ Horae Syn.’ p. 53)...‘ It is well 
known that the optative was obsolescent in the ordinary Greek 
of N.T. times.” Therefore is it not ‘‘revived” by B? Note 
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also Luke xix. 15. you (pro yyw) NBDL 33 (against Origen). 
It should be observed that in this same verse NBDL 1-131 25 
157 employ δεδωκει for edwxe and Origen εδεδωκει, as if gram- 
matical consideration had obtained here.t This is further 
emphasised by a complete change from tis τί διεπραγματευσατο 
to tu διεπραγματευσαντο by NB(D)L(R)3 157 d ὁ copt aeth 


(syr) in the same verse. Tf 
Mark 
(ix. 22. εἰ τὸ dyn = NBDILAWY Sod?” fam 1 218 [non 28 hoc loco. 


Errat Tisch| pro εἰ τι δυνασαι rell omn. 
23. τὸ εἰ δυν) = S*BD(— το D Θοα  ΝΔῪΝ (rovto pro to ut copt) 
> Sod” fam 1 28(— το 28) 892 pro το εἰ δυνασαι rell omn et V 
[om το KUII®] ) 

But this é6vyy may be merely a change of ‘‘ form” of the indicative, 
and not the subjunctive. 

Anyway W shows consideration by having δυνὴ ver 22 with the 
minority, but not in verse 23,f while Paris®’ retains duvacai in both places 
and is unfaithful here to NB. Fam 13 also holds δυνασαι in both places. 

We cannot judge of singular places like this without a correct 
tabulation. For instance Tischendorf makes no cross-reference here to 
Mark i. 40, but if we turn back there we find B indulging in δυνὴ for 
δυνασαι at that place and quite alone! Comment is unnecessary. With Bit 
is simply a preference. 


Change of Tense. 
> 4,82, ὀἐὀἑ ἑ κἑξἰ (pro edu) _ BD 28 Sod™* [non Sod] W-H. 1st 
aorist for 2nd aor. 
ii. 5. αφιενται (pro adewvtat) B 28 88 2°° [non 604 Paris®’| ct?! syr 
goth sah boh against the rest and W2® rell and ὁ f ᾳ. 

9. apuevtat NB 28 2° boh (remittuntur ace fg. ff 4) against 
αφεωνται of the rest and b (remissa sunt). Cf sah ‘Thy sins 
will be forgiven thee,” showing Egyptian consideration of this 
passage. W-H and Soden follow NB. 

22. ρηξει (pro ρησσει) See under “‘ Latin and Coptic.”’ 
iv. 1. συνάγεται (pro συνηχθὴ)ὴ NBCLA fam 13 28 604 892 Sod" 
(fam 1 συνερχεται) against συνηχθη of the mass (and συνηχθησαν 
A etc.) and the versions. W-H and Soden print cuvayera.. 
vi. 22. npecev (pro και apecacns) NBC*L(A) 33 ὁ ff, copt. This 
should probably come under ‘‘ Coptic.” It is rejected by Soden“. 
vill. 25. ενεβλεπεν (pro eveBreev) NBL 28 273 (WA fam 18 244 440 
syrr™y) ᾿ 
Here we get an expressive imperfect (Alexandrian ? Note X* 
was corrected to it) and very unlikely to be dropped by the 
mass if it stood originally in the text. Soden accepts it. 


t So Soden**t; while neglecting yvo. and all previous optatives. Is it consistent ὃ 
1 Thus reversing the attitude of 28, which latter would seem the more correct. 
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Change of Tense in participles. 
cre iv. 18. ἀκουσαντες (pro axovovtes) NBCDLA Sod” 1 10 fam 13 28 
71 240 244 892 2°¢ Taura4% [non Paris®™] Sod! 1098. gayysch pesh 
copt, against rest and Lat arm and aeth. As regards 
possible Egyptian influence there is very little difference in the 
writing of the two forms. Soden accepts ακουσαντες. 
[x. 17. γονυπετωὼν D 28 fam 13, geniculans latt (praeter a = genibus 
prostratus) 
γονυπετησας Fell et W (et W-H Sod). | 
Thus W* at ix. 8 περιβλεπομενοι (circumspicientes latt?! for 
περιβλεψαμενοι rell and circumspexerunt ἢ). 


Imperative. 


Mark ii. 9. eyeepouv BL Sod" 28 372, eyeepe ND plur and W (eyeepac al.) 

(In. ii. 11. eyeepe NBW Sod" plur, eyepar some, and εγείρον K) 

(Consult algo: vi. 22. αὐτηὴσον B plur, but αὐτησαι δὲ 2”° Hust 54 and 
aitnoe ΝΣ, ετησαι W). 

xl. 36. καθισον (pro xafov) B alone. In this connection observe 
the other changes in this verse by B, not only slavishly 
followed by Hort against the usual LXX text, but καθισον 
placed in Hort’s margin. 


Infinitive for the eav construction. 


Vill. 36. “Te yap ὠφέλησεν (where) avOpwroy eav Kepdynan (κερδησει) 
τον κοσμον ολον καὶ ζημιωθη τὴν ψυχὴν avTov.”’ 

Here Tischendorf, Westcott-Hort and the Eng. Revision substitute 
the infinitive κερδησαιν (with NB 892, L κερδησας) for εαν xepd., and 
ζημιωθηναι (with NBL 892) for ζημιωθη. Soden refuses this change. 

Winer is silent. I ask can it be possible that NBL (against DW, the 
rest of the uncials and all the minuscules, against the Coptic and the 
Syriac, against the Gothic and all Latins) are really here the purveyors of 
a ‘pre-syrian”’ text? Or is it not an Alexandrian Greek preference and 
not even “‘neutral’’ ? 

Note that it is immediately following this (Mark viii. 37) that N*B 
alone use So for dwoe (NL dw). [See above under “‘ Optative.”’ ] 

Note that the new witness W, in close agreement with B on both 
sides of this passage, yet knows nothing of these infinitives. 

As a matter of fact δὲ goes quite wrong here for he has already 
substituted avOpwrros (for av@pwrov) previously with coptic, making it the 
subject of ὠφελεῖ and not dependent on it. Thus: τὸ yap ὠφέλει avOpwrros 
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κερδησαι is clearly not good. τι yap wpedev avOpwrov κερδησαι of BL will 
stand, but since coptic says τί yap avOpwros ὠφελήσει it follows with the 
εαν construction. 

Let us examine further now Grammatical forms: Change of case. 


Genitive Absolute for Dative. 


Mark v. 2. εξελθοντος αὐτου (pro εξέλθοντι avtw of the mass) NBCLA 

Sod’ some twenty cursives of the same type and 892 Paris*’. 

This seems to aim at improvement, but D is absent writing 

εξελθοντων αὐτων with cde ff and W*. Soden follows SBCLA. 

That B had considered this matter is seen elsewhere, for at vi. 54 B 
alone cancels avtwy in καὶ εξελθοντων avtwy (not approved by Hort). 


Genitive Absolute for Accus. Abs. 


Mark ix. 28. εἰσέλθοντος αὐτου (pro εἰσέλθοντα avtov) with NBCDLAWWYW 
Sod” fam 1 fam 18 28 2°* 604 892 [non 33 Paris®’] W-H ὦ Sod 
(it vg cum intrass et) 

Here again this seems grammatical preference, and very questionable 
at-that, seeing that it is a question of motion : καὶ εἰσέλθοντα αυτον εἰς 
OtKOV οὐ μαθηταῖι αὐτου κατιδιαν ἐπηρωτων avTOV. 

These cases in Mark must however be treated differently from those 
in the other Gospels. If it be a case of translation from Latin, it would 
not be ‘‘ Egypt”’ or ‘‘ Antioch” preferring genitive or accusative absolute, 
and changing an existing foundation Greek text, as much as two separate 
lines of translation appearing. (See remarks under this head in 
St. Luke.) 


Change of Case. 


Mark vi. 8. ἑωσητος (pro won) BDLA Sod fam 13 88 2”° 604 Paris*? 
ad boh W-H & Sod [non sah. 

The sentence runs οὐχ ovtos ἐστίν o TexTwY 0 υἱὸς (OY 0 τοῦ TEKTOVOS 
vLos) [της] μαριας Kat ἀδελῴφος ιακωβου καὶ LHONTOS καὶ ἰουδα καὶ σίμωνος ; 

This has a double significancé. If it is a genitive for the apparent 
indeclinable wwon (or ιωσηφ, as δὲ 121, many latins, vg and aeth have it) it 
is a grammatical improvement to agree with ἑακωβου and σίμωνος, but 
while sah has seit rwcn, bod writes Neagx τσ τος “with (and) 
Tosetos,” as if bok had copied a text similar to that of BDLA, or they in 
turn had wandered to the doh and thought it a good idea seeing 1wcHT oC 
to decline wwon and make a genitive of it. AnyhowI do not believe 


twontos to be “neutral,” but to stand at the opposite pole. NX, Yor GY. 


? 
= 


1 But St. Luke adopts the gen. abs. for this at ii. 42 καὶ ore eyevero ἐτων δώδεκα. 7 fe 


αναβαινοντων αὐτῶν κατα To εθος της εορτης. ἜΜ δ 
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useful as a control in this and many places, disagrees as above, while 
892 writes ἑωση. 


Change of Number. 


Mark i. 86. κατεδιωξεν (pro KatediwEav) NBMU Sod®® 28 273 2° 604 
al’ + g, Lr, vg and ὃ, as to “avtov Σιμων Kat ov μετ᾽ avtov.” 
To this W does not agree but, with }®D and all the rest of 
the uncials and Paris” syr, gives us κατεδιωξαν, as also all 
other Old Latins and vg®™. These are not really vulgates, 
but Old Latin in Mark as well as in Matthew. 
St. Jerome followed the NB reading, no doubt for the same 
preference. Soden retains κατεδιωξαν. 

iv. 1 η. ησαν (pro nv) NBCLA® πῃ 7 892 Sod’ d [contra ὃ erat 
et D& nv]. This not only seems a pure ‘‘ Egyptian” prefer- 
ence after πὰς o οχλος, but is opposed by all other Greeks and 
W and all the Latins but d, which is here aberrant since 
the other Latin company deserts it exceptionally in this place. 
Soden reverses his position and adopts naar. 

v. 13. evondOev (pro εἰσηλθον) of Ta πνευματα Ta ἀκαθαρτα B against 
the rest, and exceptional on the part of B. (W is emphatic 
against B with the contemporary form εἰσηλθαν.) 

Particular use : 

Mark xiii. 8. ernpwta(proernpwtov) NBLW 4 13-69-346-556 | non 124 | 28 
33 49 229 348 892 Paris” Sod?°° ?° (ernpwrncev™) (boh4 sah) 

This makes Peter the spokesman, and looks very like revision [see 
above on i. 86]. The sentence is: καὶ καθημενου αὐτοῦ εἰς το ορος τῶν 
ἐλαιίων κατεναντί TOU LEpou ἐπηρωτων (επηρωτα ΒΤ ΝΥ) avtov κατιδιαν 
πέετρος Kat ιακωβος κα LWAVYVNS Καὶ ανδρεας ELTTE NUL... 

The Latins and syr arm aeth all oppose NBLW, the Coptic mss 
are divided and this small Greek group seems to be forcing the matter 
on Peter, because in the parallels there is absolutely no trace of this. 
Matt. xxiv. 8 is καθημενου δὲ αὐτου emt Tov ορους των ἐλαίων προσῆλθον 
avtTw οἱ μαθηται κατιδια’κν λεγοντες εἰπε nuw...and Luke xxi. 7 
ἐπηρωτησαν δὲ avtov λεγοντες διδασκαλε ποτε OVY ταῦτα εσται. .. 

Soden follows Hort however and accepts ernpwra here in Mark. 


Plural for Singular. 


Mark iii. 35. ta GeXnuata Ἔ quite alone (and W-H mg) for to θέλημα 
of apparently all others. Can it be supposed for a moment 
that B represents the foundation text here against all else ? 
“ra θέληματα tov θεου᾽ grates very harshly on the ear. 
(Here again in a graeco-sah the change of the letter πὶ to nm 


1 15 40 53 236 237 252 259 273 488 Hust 53 259. 


EE ΄ «ᾳῃ0ν  ῃ00Ψ000ΘΩΝ 
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makes the difference of the plural without change of the 
noun’s termination). Sod cannot find a single witness for B. 

NS at Matt. vu. 21 has the plural alone against B and the rest. 

In the whole range of N.T. writings to θελημα is essentially 
Matthaean Marcan Lucan Pauline Petrine and Johannine as well as 
being the expression of our Lord. The singular occurs 58 times. Only 
once a plural form (Acts xiii. 22, being an O.T. quotation of David). 

Mark vii. 28. ἐσθιουσιν (pro εσθιει) following κυναρια. So NBDLWA 
Sod°* and some cursives and 892 Paris” against the rest. 

(At another place like Mark xiv. 27 following zpo8ara the uncials 
are more evenly divided, but the same group as above less W and 
+ACFGKN adopt the plural.) 

Mark ix. 15. ἔδοντες (pro ιδων) NBC(D)IL WAY 1 13 28 33 892 
εξεθαμβηθησαν (pro εξεθαμβηθη) ἱ Paris” Sod" syr gothabed ffi 
following tras ὁ ὀχλος. 

The question is Who made the change? Soden follows Hort. 


Plural for Singular. | Not grammatical in the previous sense. | 


Mark vii. 22. epyovtas (pro epyetat) NSBCDLWA Sod?” a few cursives 
copt aeth arm goth it vg, changing the sense against N* 
the rest of Greeks and syrr diatess. 

The sentence is : 

κάι epyetat (or epyovta) εἰς βηθσαιδαν καὶ φερουσιν avTw 
τυῴφλον και παρακαλουν αυτον... 

Does it not seem that the “‘neutral”’ text (as opposed by &* and 
sy7r) 15 in danger of being accused of harmonising epyovtas with φερουσιν, 
for which there can be no adequate reason. 

Why should the Syr7 oppose the Latins here? There is a curious 
method in these things. Soden adopts ερχονται. 

Again 
ee per eaeeerey BIEN? ἱ ΘΙ ΔΨ 892 k arm. Soden rejects this. 

ειδον ,,| dev 
33. ηλθον (pro ηλθεν)ὺ δὲ Β( ΟΝ 1 etc 2”° Sod it syr pesh diatess 
sah (not syr sin boh which go with the large majority) 

Here ηλθον is the harder reading, for the sentence 15: 

Kat nov εἰς καφαρναουμ Kal εν TH OLKLA YEVOMEVOS ETNPwWTA 
QvuTOUVS. 

Possibly here NBDW are right (but Soden rejects). They have the 
support of lat and syr vg diatess sah, so that syr sin and boh may be 
wrong here. 

In Evan 28 the text is ηλθεν, but in the margin the chapter inserter 
has written tw καίρω εκεινω nev ὁ moors καὶ οἱ μαθηται avtou 
εἰς KATEPVAOULL, 

Therefore the Church lesson may on the other hand have given rise 
to ηλθον. 

H 
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Change of Gender. 


Mark x. 80. Ζωην atwriay (pro ζωὴν atwyiov) B®! 

This is not exactly a change of gender, but merely the emphatic 
form of the feminine. I have been curious enough to go through 
every other passage where aiwvios is involved. The result is that 
in the Gospels nowhere else does B change αἰωνίον to αἰωνίαν, not 
even with κόλασις at Matt. xxv. 46, nor does B modify “τας αἰωνιους 
oxnvas”’ at Luke xvi. 9. In the rest of the New Testament, of the 
many places involving ἕωην aimviov, B changes to αἰωνίαν only at 
Acts xiii. 48 and at 1 Jo. 11. 25 την ζωην την αἰωνίαν [not at 1 Jo. 1. 2, 
||, ὉΠ 9} 

For the rest, at 2 Thess. 11. 16 παρακλησιν αἰωνίαν is read by all 
except FG at@mor. 

At 2 Pet.1.11 C* 42 read εἰς τὴν αἰωνίαν βασίλειαν, but B and the 
rest αἰωνιον. 

At 2 Cor. v. 1 all hold αιωνιον although following two feminine 
nouns: οἰκοδομην.. .Οἰκιαν αχειροποιητον αιωνίον. 

So that there is no rule guiding B or the others, eal an occasional 
preference. 

At Hebrews ix. 12 αἰωνίαν λυτρωσιν seems to a read by all, but 
αἰωνιον is not modified elsewhere in Hebrews, while at 1 Peter v. 10 
εἰς τὴν αἰωνιον αὐτου δοξαν is read by all and not αἰωνίαν as we might 
expect Ola: 

Mk. xiv.3. Common text and GMWe min to ἀλαβαστρον (in sec loco) ; 
N*ADEFHKSUVWXY“DASTIS tov αλαβ. but BLN*'CAYV 
Paris” τὴν ada. 

The Greeks made alabaster masc. or fem. (Liddell and 
Scott), Herodotus using the masc. and Plato the fem. article. 
Perhaps there was a difference in the use to which the 
word was put. In the parallels and above in this verse 
no article is used. It certainly looks as if B and com- 
panions had wished to show their grammatical instinct and 
had made a change here, for δὲ has τον, and only N° brings 
his text into conformity with B. As to W, it with ® (and 
GM reported by Tisch.) has το. W does not even agree with 
28, the latter having τον. 


Change of Order. 
As to Order consult 


Matt. v. 4/5, where for μακαρίοι οἱ πραεῖς, to come before μακαρίιοι οἱ 
πένθουντες, 1) 88 ὦ ὁ θὲ σι. ἢ Εἰ vg syr cu witness with Clem 
Origen (specifically, see Treg ‘ Printed Text,’ p. 187) Nyss Bas 


ee ee ὰἂἕὰἕΨὶ'οΠοθυσυνθανὴν τ νὰ υνσΝε 
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Hil and the Eusebian canons, while NB and the rest, with 
b ἐᾳ syr sin pesh copt arm aeth and Tert, followed by W-H, 
put πένθουντες first. [Sod errs as to A and 604. | 
The question is whether this is scientific. If W-H want Origen’s 
text, he is a witness here against them and supported by the section 
authority of Hus Am. This passage was omitted from consideration in 
its proper place. Now as to St. Mark observe: 
Mark ii. 10. advevar ἀμαρτιας ἐπὶ της γης ΒΦ Sod®?? 142157273 al’ aeth W-H 


. against ag. ee τῆς γὴς ap. A etc. (et Sod txt) 
ETL τῆς γης ad. ap. δὲ ΤῸ mult et verss 
and -- επὶ τῆς γῆς W Og 


Probably B omitted and found ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς in his margin, adding 
afterwards. At any rate W points this way, as that Greek Ms now 
comes to join the Latin τῳ for omission of ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. 

An exceedingly useful commentary on this supposition is offered in 
the very next verse but one. Instead of καὶ nyepOn evfews και apas Tov κραβ. 
of most Mss and versions, NBC*L 383 and four boh Mss (arm?) say και 
nyepOn Kat εὐθυς apas τον κραβ. which is not the'same thing at all. Now 
ευθυς is omitted outright by b ὁ e ff g, and the new Greek ms W not only 
comes to join them but gives the Greek in the Latin form of b ῳ as ille 
autem surgens tulit by writing: o δὲ ἐγερθεὶς καὶ apas... Probably again 
here NB took ev@vs from the.margin of their exemplar and slipped it in 
the wrong place. W-H and Soden follow NBCL. 

Mark v. 25. δωδεκα etn (pro etn dwbexa) NSBCLAW fam 1 [non 118] 28 
fam 18 Paris®” 892 αἱ. perpauc and Coptic W-H ὦ Sod tat; 
not syr nor lat. 

This needs no comment. 

vi. 2. Σ» διδασκειν εν TH συναγωγη NBCDLA Sod” al? 33 892 7P° 
Paris” df ffs (ΟἹ sah boh aeth syr arm. Contra rell omn et W 
et latt et goth. 

I am convinced that the change of order is an improvement and 
wrong, although D ὦ 7 2 join NB here for it. The other Latins (which 


from y. 40 to v. 43 hung absolutely together) oppose and have the 


support of W plus eleven uncials and ΣΦ and 1 13 28 2” 604. Besides 
goth opposes and neutralises f here, as W e neutralise Dd. It is doubtless 
the Egyptian order to which D d have been accommodated in this place. 
Sod rejects, and most unscientifically, having followed the group at v. 25. 
Mk. vi. 26. >adetnoa αὐτὴν NBCLNA® Sod’°179 Sod** 4 892 against 
DW and all the rest and the Latin order avtnv αθετησαῖι (om 
αὐτὴν 69 265 Sod ¢ syr sin) Sod again stultifies his method 

by following NB etc. 
49. >eme της Oar. περιίπατουτα = NBLA Sod°°**! 33 892 Paris” 
c&t syr sin (cf Matt. xiv. 26) W-H ὠ Sod against DW and all 
the rest and against the order of the versions, including Coptic. 
It might be thought that NBLA were original and “ neutral” here 
(obs. syr sin), but why should all the rest change? Further, observe that 

Η 2 
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immediately following, the same group NBLA 33 892 Paris” (without 2°° 

604 al.) change φαντασμα εἰναι to ott φαντασμα εστιν with coptt (cf syr). 

Both changes cannot be right. The latter (if not the former) seems 

a clear theft from Matthew. It is rejected by Soden. 

Mk. vii. 5. > ov περιπατουσιν οἱ μαθηται cov NBLA 33 179 892 Paris” 
Sod”"° Hust 49 boh aeth, against sah all the other Greeks and 
DW and latt syr arm goth. There can be no question here but 
that the same vicious little group is wrong, yet Soden follows. 
Not only does sah oppose, but all the Latins and DW and the 
other important minuscules. Tisch merely quotes ‘‘ copt”’ 
for the change. We know now that it is boh and not sah. 

27. τοις κυναριοις βαλειν NB Sod fam 1 28 [non W] 892 
Sod*° °°" Hust 49 150 q against >Banr. tous κυν. everything else 
and D and W and all latt (but 4) and copt syr. Even Paris” 
opposes NB here. It is nothing but an ‘‘improvement”’ on 
their part yet Soden follows ! 

Here there is not agreement with Coptic or Latin order (except q) 
so that there must be another reason for it. The fact that the Latins 
and copts put the βαλεῖν ahead of τοις κυναριοις does not lend colour to a 
““neutral’’ order here. It would seem like an Alexandrian preference 
and rounds out the sentence better. Besides when W and 28 oppose 
each other it is always wise to go carefully. Here the younger codex 
goes with NB against the one which is a contemporary of NB. 

vii. 29. >ex της θυγατρος σου To δαιμονιίν NBLA δοαῦῦ 892 Laura’! 
Sod™* boh et W-H Sod txt (contra sah et rell omn et DW verss). 

ix. 1. A small matter. Practically all Greek authorities write: 
OTL εἰσι τίνες των WOE Ea THKOTwY While B(D*) says οτι εἰσι 
τινες woe των εστηκοτῶων, refusing to separate the article 
from εστηκοτων. W-H follow this without marginal comment, 
so that it evidently commended itself strongly to them. So 
do Tisch Treg (cf. latt) not Soden. But why should all other 
Greeks oppose B if B be right here? Is it not more like 
the grammatical preference of a purist ? 

ΧΙ]. 19. See under “‘ Coptic.” 

xiii. 10. > πρωτον de (pro de mpwrov) NBDs¥ 28 299 892 Laura‘ 
Sod” Evst 53 al. pauc.anl vg W-H ὦ Sod tat. 

and mpwrov de dev W Sod 108 115 124 [non 
157 errat Birch] 2”° al. pauc. ¢ ἃ 92 9. ὁ (k) Υ sah. 

This is bound up with a matter of punctuation as to whether the 
first part of verse 10 belongs to verse 9. It has led to sah and syr pesh 
[not sin] transferring εἰς πάντα ta εθνη to the end of verse 10, and to 
a very curious conflation in D d ff: 55, where holding καὶ εἰς ravta εθνὴ 
at the beginning they add ev πασι τοῖς εθνεσιν at the end. 

That an do not do this proves once more that this happened in 1) ὦ 


t Which Tisch omits. 


ON Κἂν ΡΨ» Ὁ’ ὦ» νον 00ΟΨΘΒΒΒΝΜΌΝ 
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after the old base (which a n used) had been modified. Observe W here 
has a space before πρωτον δε dec (W alone now comes to join a very small 
group) definitely reporting back καὶ εἰς mavta ta εθνη to verse 9. As 28 
only has πρωτον da with NBDY it looks as if the 28 base were older 
than W and that the parent of W had inserted δὲ in order to make this 
matter of punctuation secure, after the SBD type had changed de: πρωτον 
to πρωτον det. 

Birch has erred as to 157 reading πρωτον δὲ de. Correct Tischendorf 
and Horner. 157 reads dev πρωτον. 

N* really reads mpwrov (or πρωτος) λαὸν Sev which Tisch does not 
refer to in his edition of the N.T.  [Paris®*’ has dec πρωτον.] 

xiv. 64. avtoy evoyoy ewat (pro avtov εἰναι evoyov) NBCLAY 33 892 
Parts’ Sods et Sod‘*t 1 q. This seems to be in the nature of 
improvement. D d ff, omit evar; Laura’! places it last. 
W goes with the majority of Greeks and Latins for 
elval EVONXOV. 

65. This is followed by > αὐτου to πρόσωπον NBCLUAY 898 
108 127 892 Paris*’ Sod™* et Sod bringing the possessive first 
as Coptic. The usual conspirators remain well together here, 
only joined by U 108 127; W and the rest are against it. 
Observe 108 127 do the same at xiv. 40. 

67. See under ‘‘ Differences between δὲ and B”’ no less than sevew 
differmg orders. Of these BCLWY Sod®°® 892 alone cling 
together for μετα του vat. noGa Tov ἰησου, which, instead of being 
neutral and basic (as Hort & Soden would have us believe by 
using this order in their texts without marginal comment), is 
opposed by all others, thus: 33 remaining alone with sah boh, 
δὲ alone with both syriacs, W with fam 1, 2”° and 604, while 
the large groups are represented by DA and all Latins, and 
AN wne on the other hand. But in this division none place. 
tov wnoov last! Husebiuws is extant and he goes with Paris** 
and DA latt practically, although having ys with W fam 
1 2'° 604. It must be an “‘improvement”’ by BCLY 892. 


Historic Present. 


See lists in Hawkins, ‘ Horae Syn.’ p. 144/149. There is a difficult 
place in 
Mark xi. 7 where N*CW Sod” fam 1 including 91-299 fam 18 28 Sod} 
substitute ayovow for the ηγαγον of most (= Matt. Luke), 
while BX°LA 892 Laura‘? Orig., holding the present, 
substitute depovow as W-H Sod txt. [D = nyayov. | 
These groups come together in the same verse (+D) for em- 
βαλλουσιν instead of επεβαλον. 
Are these authorities forcing an historic present on Mark, or do they 
represent the real “‘neutral” text here? The only commentary offered 
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is at the close of the verse, where καθιζει is substituted for εκαθισεν 
but only by Ds (d sedebat) W fam 1 28 91 241 2° (Cronin) 604. 

Here W 28 conspire to indicate a completer revision, while D 
remains composite: ἡγαγον. . «επιβαλλουσιν. .. καθιζει. 

At the close of the verse NBCDLA Sod*” min'* W-H Sod substitute 
ev αὑτὸν for ev avtw of all the rest (including W and 28). While in the 


next verse WD 28 and two of the cursives (2°° 604) which wrote ez’ αὐτὸν © 


conspire to substitute with the Latins ἐστρωννυον for ectpwcay. In this 
verse ὃ NBLA 8921 W-H Sod tat write κοψαντες for exomtov. There are 
other clear indications of revision hereabouts. By whom is the question. 

The apparent Alexandrine preference for the imperfect over the aorist, 

a kind of historic present or imperfect,f is seen in some other places as 

Mark ix. 38. exwdvoper (for εκωλυσαμεν) by NBD2LA Sod°? fam 1 W-H 
Sod, and it is noteworthy because repeated in Luke ix. 49 by 
NBLE= 157 Paris*’ a b el W-H Sod against the mass in both 
places. 

See also 

Mk. viii. 25. ἐνεβλεπεν for ενεβλεψεν NBL 28 273 (WA fam 18 244 440 
syr) W-H Sod. 

That the historic present was revived can be seen in other Mssas C* alone 

at Luke x. 80 cataBawe for κατεβαινεν. Cf. Orig 2/3 Matt. xiv. 19 κελευει. 

B is absolutely alone at Mark i. 18 using ηκολουθουν for ἠκολουθησαν 

against all Greeks and versions. 
Mark ii. 8. λεγει (pro εἰπε) NBLW 33 892 [non min al. magni moment | 
ef go vg W-H & Sod tat. 
16. pr loco ote ec Over (pro οτι ἡσθιεν NDL Sod) B33 2”* Paris* b d 
[sed D® ησθιεν] ff r syr boh arm aeth W-H (avtov εσθιοντα 
A plur af ᾳ goth). W ὁ sec loco (pr. om) ἐσθίει et manducat. 

111. 8. ποίει (pro ἐποιε) BLonly W-H tat [non Sod| against ND and 
all the rest + W= and cursives. Only sah and boh’ support BL. 

iv. 1. συνάγεται NBCLA& fam 13 28 604 892 Sod et txt, (fam 1 
see below), against συνηχθὴ DW unc? and ΣΦ all Latin and 
6 and versions, and συνηχθησαν A 2"° al. pauc. and some 
verss, as Matt, while the 1 fam is hopelessly divided, 1-209 
reading συνερχεται, 131 συνερχονται and 118 συνηχθη. 

vi. 1. epyetar (pro ηλθεν) NBCLA 892 W-H & Sod tzt, sed 
confuse Sod in notul. (a? venit, al. aliter: abut wt D καπηλθεν 
sic) No minn except 892 join and this would seem a purely 
arbitrary change. Note that W elides εκειθεν καὶ ηλθεν and 
has only καὶ εξηλθεν εἰς THY πατρίδα αὐτου. (Obs. epxerar 1. 40, 
vy. 22, vi. 48, x. 1, xiv. 17, 37, 41, 66 by all ex lat? VENIT.) 
The reading of the group NBCLA is absolutely Pee by 
Origen : “Kato μαρκος δὲ φησιν Kat nev εἰς την... .”” 


+ Observe W alone at i. 26 avexpayey for φωνησαν of NBL 33 Paris” Orig W-H Sod 
and xpagéas of|D and κραξαν of the rest. 
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[A place of great conflict. I lay no emphasis upon it because tenses are 
all mixed up in this chapter : 


Mark vi. 16. ελεγεν NBCLA® 33 892 f boh | ait Sédetbgirilqrvg 
εἶπεν AD® 88 unc” et W ac Κ΄, sah goth syr Sod] 
vii. 14. λεγει B 59 only (against ἐλεγεν NDW rell omn et latt 


et εὐπεν Sod’? 2”° a n syr copt) 
vil. 6. παραγγελλει NBD*L 892 1 vg? W-H Sod txt (praecipit, non 
al. latt et d = praecepit et ὁ ff, jussit) 
παραγγείλας Sod"? Qpe 
παρηγγειλε Rell et W et ἐπεταξε vid Orig (και ο Μαρκος. 
᾿ἐπεταξε φησιν αὐτοις παντας ανακλίναι" evOade δὲ ov κελευει 
ἄλλα παραγγελλει τω οχλω ανακλίθηναι. Hine perperam (9) 
παράγγελλει δὲ ΒΊΌΞΙΤ,. 
To these add perhaps of the man cured of the Legion of Devils: 
v.18. wa pet αὐτου nv (pro ἢ B* As only. The copts stopped 
to consider this passage, for instead of esset of the Latins, 
they have “follow” or ‘‘ remain with,” or “ go with” as aeth, 
but all in indirect discourse. 

vil. 36. ὠφελει (pro ὠφελησει) NBL and W.i™ 892 an q Aug 
W-H Sod txt against all the rest (and against 33 Paris®’ 
ὠφεληθησεται cf syr) and against sah boh Orig. Correct Tisch, 
for sah boh are clear. 


ix. 13. ηθέλον NBC*D® [contra d| LY 892 W-H Sod txt, cf boh 
(k oportebat illum facere) 
ηθελησαν A une rell? ΣΦ minn et Paris” latt | Male 806] 


et d voluerunt sah. 
x. 10. exnpwrwv NBLAWV Sod” min pauc et Paris Laura’! 892 
W-H & Sod tat 
ἐπηρωτουν Οὐ cst 
ἐπηρώτησαν D rell omn et Υ ΣΦ minn longe pl.latt copt syr goth. 
[In ver. 13 NBCLAYW reverse thist and write the aorist against 
the imperfect, but in Mark these matters are very much involved. | 
Xlv. 35. emurtev (pro erecev) NBUW I? (επιπίπτεν) 892 [non Paris*"] 
boh W-H Sod, contra sah etlatt™. This is nothing but a crib 
from boh [not sah, observe| and notice the manner of boh in 
expressing it. (Cf. D Clem sol. αναπίπτε pro avarece Luc xiv. 10) 
49. expates 8 sic, sed exparerte V* (pro εκρατησατε rell). Until 
Mr. Lake published the text of V, B stood alone ; not even 892 
has εκρατειτε. 
x. 43. (pr loco) ectw (pro ectat) NBC*DLA et WY Sod® it! vg 
copt W-H Sod txt (contra rell). 
Observe in ΧΙ]. 41 where δὲ 273 use θεωρεῖ (only ὁ vidit) against efewper 
Gr rell and latt boh ‘ aspiciebat’ or ‘ videbat,’ Origen once uses θεωρεῖ, and 
once εθεωρει. 


+ Soden amusingly abandons W-H and the group here, for he loves the imperfect. 
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And, as bearing on Alexandrian custom, exhibited elsewhere, observe 


the preference for the imperfect even over the present at 
Mark 


vi. 85. ἐλεγον NBLA# Sod 88 892 Paris” boh W-H Sod (quite 
a characteristic group) against Xeyovow of nearly everything 
else and DW, while zt” say dicentes as sah. 

vil. 27. ἔλεγεν NBLA Sod’? * 33 892 Paris®’ boh W-H Sod (λέγει 

D* 604 a q, Rell W et latt®' et d sah evrev) 

x. 23. ἔλεγεν N*C Sod™* (against Aeyer of B plur) 

And observe Clement when quoting x. 17 avoids both γονυπετῶν 
of D 28 fam 13 (geniculans Jatt!) and yovumetncas Gr" (genibus 
prostratus a, et cum prodisset genibus 1) and says ἐγονυπέτει. 

But the treatment of this matter generally in St. Mark by the 
NB family is quite different from that exhibited in the other Gospels. 
Frequently they render an aorist for an imperfect. They were so bent 
on having their own way that I infer from this that if they were 
translating from Latin they often supposed the Latin imperfect would 
be better rendered by an aorist, but this subject is extremely com- 
plicated in Mark as in everything else in the Gospel. Take vi. 56 for 
instance. There are five imperfects in this verse ; (Ὁ introtbat, © ponebant, 
Ὁ) deprecabantur,  tangebant, and © salvi fiebant. The first and third 
are agreed to by all, but NBLA W-H Sod and five lectionaries prefer 
ετίθεσαν to ετιθουν, NBD* (against d latin tangebant) LA min® a ff. and 
W-H prefer mfavto to ἡπτοντο, and while nearly all are agreed as to 
εσωζοντο (διεσωζοντο N min aliqg), 33 2° Paris*’ want ἐσωθησαν with a, and 
A διεσωθησαν. 


HARMONISTIC. 

Omissions. 

ix. 88. — ος οὐκ axorovber μιν (vel μεθ ἡμων Dadk) NBCLAYV 
Sod**-10 115 346 ?? 892 Paris®’ LauraA Sod" [non tat] 
Evst 44 f [non goth] boh syr pers aeth. The character of this 
group makes it probable that they all consulted Luke and 
found the clause absent and so excised it from Mark. Why 
should nearly all the rest of the Greeks be so pleonastic if not 
genuine: os οὐκ αἀκολουθει ἡμῖν καὶ εκωλυομεν αὑτὸν OTL οὐκ 
ηκολουθει nuw? But DXW latt complicate matters with 
Soden by leaving out the ote ove ἠκολουθει nu at the end. 

x. 6. --ο θεος by only NBCLA Sod*® [non Sod] ὁ ὃ sah boh. Not 
even WV omits, and all others and syr, rell latt, aeth arm 
goth have it. The passage here must be influenced from Matt. 

» xix. 4 where it is absent. 

19. Here again BKAIITW£Y invite us to throw out St. Mark’s 
μη αποστερησῆς witnessed to by all Latins, by sy7 pesh sah 
boh aeth, by δὲ and D and most Greeks, as well as by CL and 
ὁ k which were with B at x. 13 jin (see above), which seems 
to be simply because the words are absent in the parallel 


Mark 
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accounts of St. Matthew and St. Luke. In A there is a big 
space showing the writer was aware of his strange recension. 
Syr sin and arm support B dc. and one lorn vg’. But the rest 
and the coptics are all against this excision nor do W-H Sod 
accept it. 


XIV. 68 fin. και (ευθεως) adextwp εφωνησεν. This is omitted by NBL and 


xy, 10: 


W [non 28] Ψ 892 Paris’ Evst 17 ὁ syr sin sah boh [non aeth| 
W-H [non Sod] but by these only, and no doubt because not 
found in Matthew and Luke. The whole chapter has been a 
tissue of harmonies (in which Origen and D have played a 
part) and I do not refer to many of them. The presence 
of W here, absent for the most part from the NB combinations 
in this chapter, is probably due to coptic influence, for both 
versions of the coptic omit here. But the Latins speak 
with no uncertain sound including αι, and with syr pesh and 
the rest of the Greeks including D and CA (otherwise 
generally with NBLW) oppose ὁ, which here shows its 
frequent critical Egyptian tendency. 

Observe B in the next verse omitting παλιν alone with 
M Paris” coptics and W. Practically all oppose, including 
the friendly 892 and NCLA and Ψ, only varying the position. 
—ov ἀρχίερεις B 1 [non fam] Paris” [non 892] Sod?” Hust 

13 17 boh [non sah] syr sin [non pesh |} 

Cf. Matt xxvii. 18 where the words are absent, but we can 
give B the credit of omitting from homoioteleuton in Mark as 
the next words in xv. 11 are a repetition ‘‘ ov de apxsepers.”” 1 
I concede this, I would like my critics to allow me to date boh 
here quite as early as B, and not relegate poor boh to the 
ὙΠ century. 


2, -- θέλετε (ante ποιησω NBCA et WY 1 [non fam] 13-69 


[non 124-346] 33 291 892 Sod* sah boh (ut Matt xxvii. 22) 
contra rell omn et Paris*’ latt syr aeth arm. Soden accepts the 
omission. 

Again here the presence of W is accounted for from coptic 
sympathy. 


Additions. 


1. 84. 


98. 


+yv εἰναι post ott ἡδεισαν avtov by BLW* 892 and CGM al. 
(του xv) aeth and boh (ex Luc iv. 41) but absolutely contra- 


dicted by ND and the rest and even Paris” [against 28 2°° 604 


etc.| with syr goth pers and Vict diserte. Soden excludes. 
+adrraxyou NBC*L 33 Paris®™ sah boh arm aeth, but against 
all others and W as well as 28 2?° 604 and latt syr (ex Luc iv. 43 
“Kal ETEpals πολεσιν evayy. με der”’...). Soden excludes. 
[This combination here of NBCL 33 Paris” against the rest 
is Only one recension, for at the end of the same verse they 
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i. 40. 


111. 14. 


vi. 20. 
49, 
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have εἕηλθον together against all the rest again, who have 
εξεληλυθα or eee 1 
+xupte ΒΟΙΩ͂ΥΣ Paris” alt copt arm aeth ce ff vg® (ex Luc 
v. 12 οὐ Matt viii. 2) Not received by Soden. 
+ovs Kat atrootoNous ὠνόμασεν ΡΟΝ WA fam 13 28 238 
Sod"? [non Sod] 6 only with boh sah aeth (ex Lue vi. 18). 
This is opposed by all the rest and D and latt arm and goth and 
syr. Hort unfortunately takes it into his text without marginal 
comment but R-V and Soden cast it out as Tischendorf had done 
before them. W is errant here writing καὶ ἐποίησεν 8 μαθητας 
Wa WOW μετ αὐτου OUS και απεοστολοὺυς ὠνομασεν, for W adds 
μάθητας first and interposes wa wow pet αὐτου before making 
the addition. D and the Latins control the situation. 
(= Luke ix. 7) ηπορει for ποίει. See under “‘ Coptic.” 
ott φαντασμα eotw (pro φαντασμα ewar) NBLA 33 892 
Paris’ W-H [non Sod| = Matt xiv. 26. 
Observe in the same verse the order emu τῆς θαλασσης 
περύπατουντα, of NBLA Sod *! 33 c&™ 892. Paris” syr sim 
only, is the order of Matthew, accepted by JVW-H and by Soden. 


Changes. 


Pyar. ide 


ix.) 1A, 


voeite (pro cuviete) BS (Ὁ) Vide sub ““ Coptic.” 

I prefer not to regard this as harmonistic from Matt xvi. 11 
because of the presence of ovy in some copies and of Ge in 
sah, and because the sah word is almost voevte transliterated. ) 
ελθοντες... . εἰδον (pro edOwv...evdev) NBL WAY 892 k sah arm 
Cf Matt. and Luke. See remarks elsewhere as to opposition to 
the rule of preferrmg the harder reading. Rejected by 
Soden. 


x. 13 fin. avtois = NBCLAW Paris” 892 ὁ k boh sah™ = 1/2 W-H 


τοις προσφερουσιν practically all others and W2® minn omn 
vid and the other versions and all other Latins. 
This is simply accommodation by NB etc to the Matthaean 
and Lucan accounts and about as vicious a matter as we can 
find. There are only two sah codices here extant and they 
oppose each other. Westcott and Hort have the temerity to 
place αὐτοῖς in their text without a word in the margin. And _ 
—would it be believed ?—R-V ed. 1910 follows suit, with no 
footnote. It had corrected the harmonising blunder above of 
the same authorities, who wrote wa avtwy antas instead of 
wa aynta avrwy against Origen’s specific information, and yet 
here Souter’s edition perpetuates a fourth-century harmony, 
in very bad taste then as it is now. Soden avoids this. 
(Souter even restores ἐπετίμων for emetiunoay of the same 
blundering authorities and W-H.) 


Mark 


(xiv. 69.) 


xv. 46. 
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I suppose the Revisers thought ὁ ἢ“ strengthen the NB 
combination here for αὐτοῖς, but what of all the others? The 
Latin side is the important one and all but ὁ ἃ are with 
1) d for τοῖς προσφερουσιν. How we can expect to proceed 
on any such unscientific lines I fail to see. Souter’s text 
corrects two trumpery mistakes in this verse of the same 
Greek group, one of order and one of tense, and then leaves 
the worst one in the text and the editor gives no authorities 
below. We shall never advance at this rate. Did they not 
realize when they accused NB of bad faith in taking the 
Lucan order for wa avtwy ἄψηται that NB were looking at the 
parallels, and hence the further blunder ? 

I hope to show elsewhere that the Latin of ὃ d is the 
important thing in Mark. And here we throw away the 
testimony of DW and sixteen other uncials, practically all 
cursives, all Latins but ¢ k, the syriacs including sin, goth, 
arm, and aeth in favour of the usual coterie of blind guides. 
They are only one, an entity, and that a critical recension. 
Not the neutral text. 

I merely make suggestions elsewhere, but I make free here 
to demand of the next revisers that τοις προσφερουσιν be restored 
to Mark x. 13. Even Soden’s text holds it. 

Finally here B alone adopts the erev of sah boh aeth for 
np&ato λέγειν of absolutely everything else. All B’s friends 
desert him and leave him self-accusant of coptic conspiracy. 
This εὐπὲν in copt is the same here as at Matt. xxvi. 71 (where 
the Greek is Neyer). Horner has spoiled my picture in sah by 
quoting B for ηρξατο λεγειν in error. 

ενείλησεν τὴ σινδονι Kat εθηκεν (pro κατεθηκενὴ avTOV εν μνηματι. 
NBC?PDL ΥΥΣ Δ ἼΣ 2P° 892 Sod [non Paris] W-H prefer 
εθηκεν to κατεθηκεν. εθηκεν is found to be the expression in 
St. Matthew (xxvu. 60) and St. Luke (xxiii. 53) and this may 
be classed as harmonistic on the part of NBC?DUL, but it is 
worse ; for why should they deny free speech to St. Mark 
when the very catacombs at Rome re-echo cateOnxev! For 
this expression is found on some early sepulchral tablets in 
the Christian catacombs, and doubtless St. Mark if writing 
in Greek wrote κατεθηκεν and not εθηκεν. [A = καθηκεν; 
Soden and Tisch retain cateOnxev. | 


Improvement. 


1. 7. epyeTat ὁ ισχυροτερος pov οπίσω (--μου seg) only B and 


Orig 1/2 against all others and against Origen close by 
distinctly μου οπίσω μου. Hort places this second pov in 
square brackets, but it is quite against the weight of evidence, 
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ly Di 


i, 118: 


ii, Ὁ: 


99. 


iv. 28. 


98, 
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The only others to vary are ὦ 1 gq which elide the first μου, and 
Ai 273 ὃ ff. t which leave the first μου and elide οπίσω μου. 
wate cvventew αὐτοὺς (pro wate συνζ. προς eavtous rell) NB only 
W-H (cf. ὃ e ff ¢ —avtovs) against Paris®’ and the rest. 
Sod has no new witness. W has καὶ συνεζητουν προς eavtous, 
cf syr. 
A question of ‘‘ pairs” as in Matthew, or rather of triplets. 
diate ot μαθ. lwavvov καὶ ot pal. των hap. νηστευουσιν ot δὲ σοι 
(—pabnrar) ov vnot. B elides the third μαθηται (fourth in the 
verse) with only two cursives (127 and 2°) and most mss of 
the bohairic; so |W-H]. Tisch does not record this for boh 
and Horner forgets to put it in his sah apparatus. 


. οδοποιειν (pro οδον trove) ΒΑῊΗ 1 372 892 Sod" (Om W, 


habens τίλλειν pro τίλλοντες). 

συμβουλιον εδιδουν (pro συμβ. εποιουν vel εποίησα)ὁ BL 
fam 13 28 2Ρὲ 604 δο δ Sod**? et txt, against Paris®’ and d 
ἐποίουν With the mass, against ἐποίουντο W Sod”, against 
ἐποίησαν SCA Sod” boh*' sah, and against D® and a ποιουντες. 
—pov fin BD*® arm? W-H only [contra d rell omn et verss | 
This is another question of ‘‘ pairs’’ where we have so often 
found B guilty before. It is quite natural. The phrase is tus 
ἐστιν ἡ μητὴρ mov και ol αδέλφοι μου, Witnessed to by all other 
Greeks (but W, see below), all Latins and syr copt aeth. 
Ambrose 1/2 and Aug agree (libere) with BD*, and W goes 
further and elides μου after μητηρ retaining it after adeddor, 
thus giving the he direct to BD, although not as usual 
wholly supporting the Latins. Westcott and Hort adopt 
the omission of BD* just because B and D* happen to agree. 
It is wholly unscientific, because small d is supported by all 
others. Soden avoids this. 
εὐτεν (pro eta) bis BULA W-H. Ionic form. δὲ has etey 
sec. (but omits eta σταχὺυν altogether). N° inserts evra στάχυν 
but allows εὐτεν πὰ. following to stand. 
For “καὶ ἣν avtos emt τὴ πρυμνὴ ETL TO προσκεφαλαίιον 
καθευδων ᾿ NABCDLAW fam 1 fam 13 17 28 53 61 77 116 
273 604 892 Laurat!* Sod** Hust 48 222 semel it vg ete. 
would substitute ev for the first evi: ‘in puppi.” But can 
we conceive that a revision would put in this ewe? Rather 
is it the hand of revision which removes this ἐπὶ so as to 
have but one επί in the sentence, and substitutes ev for the 
first. This seems logical. I assume here a Greek original. If 
we assume a Latin original, then the matter simply is a question 
of two recensions or translations. Soden prints ἐν as W-H. 

The sah here is a little picturesquely amplified, while boh 
expresses eve (or ev) τὴ πρυμνὴ by one word gihbapov 
‘* behind,” “‘ retro.” 


ἀμ se 
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Mark 
: See Wetstein ad loc. quoting Hom. Od. “...em ἐκριοφιν 


γλαφυρῆς wa vyypeTov evdor πρυμνης. Cf Liddell and Scott 
under cxpia and Homer Od. ui. 353. 
v.27. axovoaca ta περι Tou we N*BC*A Hust 33 W-H [non Sod]. 
Hither due toretranslation, improvement, or from AKOYCACANEPI. 
36. tapaxoveas (proakovaas) N* e> BLAS et W 892* ? 6 (contra 
rell omn et latt rell omn copt syr). This must be a ‘‘nicety,” 
as rendered by e ‘‘ Ihs autem neglecait sermonem,”’ referring to 
the previous verse where the messengers report that the daughter 
is dead and add ‘‘ Why dost thou trouble the Teacher ὁ 
Sod follows Hort and Tisch, but adds 2°° [contra Cronin]. 
All Latins oppose with D, but e joing W and NBLA 
shows the hand of revision. 

As Dr. Scrivener comments on this in his ‘ Plain Introduction’ I will 
add here the other two examples in St. Mark which he discusses : 

x. 16. κατευύλογεε NBCA Sod°® 892, κατηυλογει LNY Paris® ys Pst 
(pro evroyer (nuroyee TEP 28 al.) ADEHK*MSUVXII et W 
minn, εὐλογησεν EGK? e ust 28 Sod") I give the evidence 
in full. Scrivener did not know of NW2®Y or Paris®’. 
(Latt = benedicebat). Soden prints κατευλογει. 

xl. 17. εξεθαυμαζον δὲ ΒΨ b W-H Sod, εθαυμαζον D*LA Sod? *" 2 Qre 
Laura“? 892 latt boh (εθαυμαζοντο D*), εθαυμασαν ACNXTI 
al. unc? et W2® al. pl. k sah. I add here the evidence of 
ὙΥΣΦ and ¥ unknown to Dr. Scrivener. 604 and Paris*’ read 
εθαυμασαν. 

Now hear Dr. Scrivener : 

“παρακούσας, ‘overhearing,’ instead of axovoas, may be deemed 
probable on the evidence of N* BLA and the Latin e, which must have had 
the reading, though it mistranslated neglexit.” (A note to this observes 
that Lucian certainly gives the word this meaning.) ‘‘ We gladly credit 
the same group (NBCLA 473} Hvst 150 259) with another rare compound 
Katevroyes In X. 16 whose intensive force is very excellent. In xii. 17 
a similar compound εξεθαυμαζον is too feebly vouched for by NB alone.”’ 

Thus Dr. Scrivener. I cannot agree with him. This is very old- 
fashioned criticism and neglects the force of the grouping. As a matter 
of fact the last illustration is rather better attested than the others in 
a way, because an independent enters in, in the person of the Latin Ms J, 
which by adding vehementer to mirabantur, alone among Latins, provides 
the force of εξεθαυμαζον. The Latins also give us the imperfect. If I 
am correct as to b being the most important base key of the whole Old 
Latin in St. Mark, this is a most serious place, as showing (if Ὁ has not 
been revised here on an Old Greek like NB) that NBY got εξεθαυμαΐζον when 
translating a Latin like ὃ, or using a Greek base the counterpart of b.t 


{ But 473 (2”°) is wrong. 
t ὁ ff, use admirabantur, Δ admirati sunt, but the others mirabantur. 
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Now as to the other two places. Dr. Scrivener favours παρακουσας 
supported by δὲ οὐ ὁ» ΒΤ, Δὲν and W e, and «catevroyes supported by NBCA 
(LNY Paris®’ y*" Ps"), I believe, on the contrary, that this is either pure 
revision (‘improvement ”’) or is to be accounted for by translating into 
Greek, at any rate in the second place ‘‘ benedicebat.”” The reason is this. 
Why should ‘‘ Antioch ”’ or any other revision have sought to displace 
παρακουσας and κατευλογει if they were such good expressions that they 
commend themselves to the critic as having intensive force? Is it 
reasonable, is 1t probable, is it possible that all the other recensions and 
documents cast owt these good intensive expressions? Where are the 
1 family, the 13 family, and 28 dnd 33 and 157, 2? and 604 and others 
usually so friendly? To support the theory of παρακουσας and κατευλογει 
being original and basic, we must do this: we must accuse 33 of having 
come to this placet and having deliberately rejected these good 
readings. We must similarly accuse fam 1 fam 13 in their entirety 
of the same course. We must accuse 28 (sister of W) of having 
seen παρακουσᾶς and κατεύλογει and of having rejected them. Similarly 


we must accuse 2?° and 604 of the same proceeding. I wish to state ~ 


this matter thus, once for all. It has not been put to us thus before, 
but daily and hourly for years I have been confronted with this 
proposition, and it is this which causes me to write this whole essay 
on NB. 

Cursive Mss, most friendly otherwise, desert the revisers of Egypt 
just when they should be expected to support them in ‘‘ good ” ‘‘ plausible ”’ 
or “improving” readings. And it is this which causes me to believe that 
the boot is entirely on the other foot and that what we have been taught 
were revisions at Antioch or elsewhere are nothing of the sort, but that 
it is the beloved group NBCL, +A in St. Mark and Ψ, which come 
from the same parent-revisor of the ‘‘true’”’ text. They sought to 
improve. 

It was old-fashioned and unscientific of Dr. Scrivener to welcome ὁ 
as strengthening the cause of the small group (which is simply an 
integer recopied) for παρακουσας, although W®*" now upholds, because, 
as I have shown, W e are simply one, and because e is away from all 
other Latin support here. Similarly «atevroyes is not strengthened by 
Ψ Paris” particularly. It merely indicates that these mss found this 
in their exemplars (of the same stem exactly as NB) and if they found 
this here why should they not also be truthfully copying when they do not 
reproduce other doubtful ‘things which we find in NB? That is the 
question. And that is why the Mss junior to NB in years, but of the 
same parentage, should be useful to us in checking the traditional text, 
and not by casting away their check when it displeases us, lead to the 
perpetuation of erroneous readings or renderings in NB. 


+ 33 is wanting at x. 16, but extant at xii. 17. 


Tt «Se eS ee ee eee se, κ.. .ώ 


—_- 


beta ac le tele ts 


τ ὦ Qe ἌΡ 
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As to Paris*". 


Thus Paris®’ does not read παρακουσας in v. 36. I subjoin a com- 
parison of some readings of Paris’ in this same chapter (verses 1/13) to 
show exactly how Paris” stands compared to δὲ and B. 


Mark 
Vv. 1. γεργεσηνων Paris” LUAete (γερασηνων NBD) 
2. εξελθοντος αὐτου μὶ NBCLA 892 
ὑπηντήσεν i. NBCDGLA 
3. μνημασιν x NB plur (uvnuecors ΤῸ αἱ. 
αλυσεσιν Ἢ NS plur (αλυσι BCLW) 
OUKETL OVOELS πὰ NBCDLA 892 
4, δια To αὑτὸν πολλ.,, B plur (δὲ avtov πολλ. &, δια το 
πολλ. W, οτι πολλ. avtov D) 
6. και Lowy a NBCLA 892 
TPOTEK. AUTH Ἔ ND plur (πρ. αὐτὸν BACLA) 
8. ἔλεγεν yap τ B plur (και ἔλεγεν δὲ) 
9. ovowa μοι. es N plur (teotw B) 
10. αποστειλὴ avtous ; AM al. (αντους απ. ΞΕ ΕΟΉΘΤ, 
auta ἀποστ. BCA, avtov αποστ. NL, 
aroot. avtov KII, —avrtovs 892) 
13. εἰσηλθον = N plur (evond@ev BT” Sod*s) 
; σαν δε ws icy __,, A unc” (om noav δὲ SBCDLA 892) 
and so it runs to 
86. axovoas — Paris” plur et 892 ex emend (παρακουσας 
NBLWA e) 


Improvement (continued). 


Mk. vi. 24. του βαπτιζοντος NBLA™ Sod” 2° W-H Sod against all 
the rest (and 28, Scholz misled Tisch as to 28) του βαπτιστου 
and W as copt and Jatt. 

It is difficult in Mark to know where to class this. It 
may be due to retranslation. If ‘‘ foundation” on the part 
of NBLA* then how did all the rest get tov Bartiuctov? But 
if the Latin baptistae was original, then we can see NBLA*™ 
translating independently of DW and the rest. 

25 fin. Of course the Latin remains constant here with baptistae. 
L repeats tov βαπτιζοντος, but NBA 2°° here go with the rest 
for tov βαπτιστου while it is 604 and 892 which go alone to 
join L here. 

51 fin. εξισταντο (pro εξισταντο καὶ εθαυμαζον) NBULAA* (fam 1) 
28 [non 604 non Paris] 892 copt ¢ ff, 11 δ vg syr sin W-H Sod. 

This is seeking to remove a conflation and is a very interest- 
ing example. Various proof offers as to this. In the first 
place both D and W with the rest hold the double expression. 
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Vil. 


Viil. 


15. 


9. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


d is strengthened by b q f r sys?“ arm aeth (a adds cum 
admiratione). Further the 1 family substitute εξεπλησσοντο 
for εξισταντο while cancelling καὶ εθαυμαζον, showing what they 
were driving at, and, may I ask, why should all other Greeks 
conflate including Paris*’? This Ms has been consistently 
following the fortunes of NB in this chapter (against D 2” 
rell) but now deliberately says that this is not a conflation, but 
is original. Nor is it imported in any way from St. Matthew. 
The ‘‘ conflation’? was undone by NBLA in my opinion as an 
‘‘improvement,’’ and upon reference to John vi. 19 where καὶ 
εφοβηθησαν is the expression. Finally note that 2”°, like the 
1 family, was exercised here, and while omitting λίαν earlier in 
the verse, finishes thus: εξίσταντο καὶ εθαυμαζον λιαν ev εαυτοις. 


. pavticwvtat SB 40 53 71 86 179 237 240 244 259 sah Huthym 


W-H instead of βαπτισωνται D rell and W with the important 
minuscules and latt. In Apoc xix.13 N* and N° with P favour 
‘“‘ sprinkling” as against βεβαμμενον of most, but there Hipp 
and the Latins are with them. Here in Mark the character 
of the cursives suggests distinctly that the change was made by 
NB, and not by the others. Not only do DW rell oppose, but 
fam 1 13 28 157 2᾽ 604 892 and even Paris*’ have βαπτισωνται. 
This is the more important as to the latter because imme- 
diately following Sod* Paris* alone with B write azep 
ἔλαβον for a παρέλαβον showing the B base in this detail and 
contradicting ραντισωνται. Cf. Merx, p. 70, ad loc. ‘deren 
schlimmste und sachlich ganz verkehrte in NB.’ j 
—exewa NBLA Sod’ # 2?° Paris” Hust 48 49 boh (against 
sah and the rest of Greeks and all Latins). This seems a 
distinct effort to remove a superfluous word, which no doubt 
from the testimony of DW etc. is basic. Cf. Paris*’ which goes 
further and elides ἐστιν, writing 3 
(almost the antithesis of B’s unique τὸ xowovy avtov above, 
which Paris” does not adopt). Soden omits exewa. 

—ov φαγοντες NBLA Sod °° 4! 33 892 Paris” Hust? 18 
19 49 150 sah™™s’ boh"*. The same group approximately 
as above, although a whole chapter further on. There is no 
particular reason for adding ou φαγοντες (which all the rest 
and DW have) but there is a possible ‘‘nicety’’ involved in 
removing the words as unnecessary. Sod" omits. 


“ra κοινουντα Tov avOpwrrov 


. €OnKev Tas χείρας emt, for ἐπεθηκεν τὰς χειρᾶς emt Only by 


BL 892 Sod™** against all else Gf we except syr copt) and all 
Latins inposuit (or imponens as a with D* 2?° 604 επιθεις). 
This seems to be from a desire to avoid the double em. If 
εθηκεν ... ewe were original, why should a revision strive for 
pleonasm by changing εθηκεν to ἐπεθηκεν ? Soden refuses εθηκεν. 


Mark 7 


ix. 29. 
41. 
xi, 1: 


ibid. 
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- και νηστεια SB k Clem W-H [non Sod] against everything 
else as well as the new W>® and even Ψ and Paris” and 892. 
Cf. Merx, pp. 108,4. 

[Δ has “in orationibus”’ not ‘‘in oratione”’ for ev προσευχή, 
but so have ὦ ῳ and r ἃ (contra 105) ‘in orationibus et 
jejuniis,” and ¢ vg™ “in orationibus et jejunio.”’ | 

The syriacs (with bohT arm aeth) give “ fasting” the place 
of honour, reading ev νηστεία καὶ προσευχή. 
εν ονομᾶατι μου oTL χρίστου eote. No less than ABC*KLNII* 
and SPW} 1 [non fam] 892 Paris’ Laura’? and eight other 
cursives + five of Sod remove this μου. Tischendorf says ‘‘vdtr 
propter pleonasmum omissum esse; st quis wintulisset pov, 
evecisset opinor ott xv ἐστε. He found that not only held μου, 
but substituted euov for χρίστου afterwards, reading ‘‘ ev ovopate 
μου οτι ἐμὸν eta,’ hence he was trying to account for the 
absence of wovin B. His explanation is quite possible, for all 
Latins have meo and quia ype estis (only ff substitutes Dni 
for ype and ἢ suppresses estis) and if we regard the Latin as a 
whole to be basic we must come to the same conclusion. In 
other words it is a smoothing away of a supposed difficulty. 
Kat εδιδασκεν καὶ ἔλεγν NBCLAW 6 fam 13 k ὃ boh (aeth) 

(syr) Orig W-H ὦ Sod tzt. 

This I believe to be another clear case of improvement by 
“pairs.” t For sixteen verses we have had much disagreement, 
but the Latins have been more or less divided. Here they rise 
in a body and with sah (against boh) they contradict the group 
NBCLAYW Orig W-H Sod, and have with all other Greeks, in- 
cluding W>® 2?° 604 Paris” and Laura’! , καὶ εδιδασκεν λεγων. 

In x1. 1-16 Orig and NB have been much divided but here 
they conspire together. 

This is followed closely by πεποίηκατε by BLAY Orig W-H Sod 
only. The LXX quotation, as pointed out in the notes on 
Matthew, does not lend itself to any particular form of the 
verb. But nearly all Greeks use ἐποιήσατε here, including the 
Latinisers 2? and 604 and the friends of NB, viz Sod’ 892 
Paris*’ and Laura4'™, and if πεποίηκατε had been basic why 
should all change, for the aorist is hardly an improvement here ? 


. Within seven verses we here get another illustration of 


improvement by ‘‘ pairs.” 
οσα προσεύυχεσθε Kat αἰτεισθε SBCDLAY 892 Paris” 
Laura“! [non al. Sod] acd ff2k syr Cypr W-H & Sod tat. 
οσα προσεύχομενοι atterabe A une reli? et WEB minn 
rell omn vid ὃ et latt reill. 


t+ Asa matter of fact A repeats the performance in verse 18, writing καὶ ἤκουον... 
kat εζήητουν for Kat nkovoar.. «Και εζητουν. 


in 


114 


Mark 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


The three cursives seem to be the only supporters of the five 
uncials with NB. Dd of course lend support, but in view of 
the other arguments against such “pairs” Dd may have 
followed the ‘‘improvement’’ here, which W* and b, two 
equally good witnesses, take pains to contradict. Besides, if 
προσευχεσθε και αἰτεισθε were fundamental, why should a 
revision change to mpocevyouevor αἰτεισθεῦ Whenever a 
copula has to be added to make such a change it is suspicious. 
(Sah boh here do not belp to recover the original reading). 
If I submitted this without the one at xi. 17, the correctness 
of the inference might well be impugned. Kindly consider the 
two matters together and then the addition of D d may not be 
considered so weighty in the second place. (Sod abstains.) 

Besides, consider Origen'i??°° cay στήκητε προσευχόμενοι 
πίστευετε OTL λαμβανετε καὶ ληψεσθε, thus merging 24/25 but 
implying a probable antagonism to NB. 


xil. 24 init. ebn avtows o mncous NBCLAYW 33 892 Paris®’ Sod'** et¢ 


37. 


xi. 15. 


Sod sah boh syr pesh [contra syr sin] 

This is the “shorter” text. Such introductions have 
occurred several times already in this Gospel (and see below 
xl. 29). I have hesitated to brand them as ‘‘ improvements ”’ 
in deference to the shorter text. But here Origen*® > (with 
the rest of the Greeks and all the Latins) comes to say that 
αποκριθεις 0 inoous εὐπεν (αυτοις) 15 the Marcan text. There- 
fore the previous passages involving this “ cutting” (generally 
with copt) must be viewed with suspicion. The group itself 
is plainly self-accusant of a special line of work, and as it 
would appear editorial, some time back in the third century. 
Consider xii. 27 fin again the ‘“‘ shorter” text “πολυ πλανασθε᾿" 
NBCL WAY 892* Sod'*** 1645 k sah boh against all others (even 
33 and Paris*’ oppose) and we see the same group at work. 
For the others including sy7 pesh have the longer expression. 


Out of six varying orders BLT" 2"° 892 Sod” 1448 et txt elect ἴο 


use αὐτου eotw vos. Cf remarks on “ Genitive before the 
noun” in Luke. Here in Mark the possessive precedes the noun 
according to coptic usage but the verb comes last: αὐτοῦ υἱος 
eotw by sah boh and 179 7° goth, so that (taking into con- 
sideration vos αὐτου ἐστιν of δὲ rell pl. and ὃ, and eotw vios 
αὐτου of D d it?', and ἐστιν avtov υἱος of A k δ) the order of BLT" 
seems to be a grammatical preference combined with coptic. 
—es τὴν οἰκιαν =NBULW 245 Sod****° ὁ k sah boh [non aeth| 
syr pesh [non sin] W-H [non Sod | 
This I think is a clear case of improvement. It is opposed 
by D and all the rest, including not only W 28 and the 
minuscules (2°* only has the shortened clause “‘ καὶ o επὶ Tou 
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δωματος μὴ καταβατω εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν αὐτου) but by 892 
Paris” and Laura’! syr sim and all the other non- Egyptian 
Latins, arm and aeth. The reason is to avoid Mark’s 
characteristic pleonastic touch, for he undoubtedly wrote: 
o δὲ (or καὶ ο D itl") ere του δωματος μη καταβατω εἰς THY οἰκιαν 
unde εἰισελθατω apat τι εκ τῆς οἰκίας avtov. The compiler of 
the NBLY recension seems to have forgotten Mark’s method. 
See below again at xiv. 19. This will be a good place to 
exhibit it. 


Mark’s Diction. 


I take the liberty of extracting from Sir John Hawkins’ list some of 
the longer expressions in St. Mark’s synoptic diction.t They are very 
interesting as showing on the one hand semitic pleonasm (and no doubt 
more true to life than the shortened forms in St. Matthew “* St. Luke) 
and on the other a kind of Roman rhetoric which Mark may have 
imbibed amid Roman surroundings. 


Mark 


i, 82. 
42. 
45. 

ii. 20. 
25. 

11. 26. 
ν: Di 
8. 

21. 
39. 

v. 19. 

ibid. 
23. 

. καὶ μηδεν ὠφεληθεισα adda μαλλον εἰς TO χειρον ἔλθουσα 
. φοβηθεισα καὶ τρεμουσα 

. Tt θορυβεισθε και (τι) κλαίετε 

. και εν TOLS συγγενευσιν αὐτου και εν τὴ OLKLA αὐτου 

. ἐσωθεν. .ex της καρδιας 

. οὕπω VOELTE οὐδε συνίετε 


οψίας δὲ γενομενὴς οτε edu (εδυσεν) ο ἡλίος 

απηλθεν απ αὐτου ἡ λεπρα και εκαθερισθη 
κηρυσσειν Toa Kat διαφημιζειν Tov λογον 

τοτε νηστευσουσιν EV EKELYN TN ἡμερα 

χρείαν εσχεν καὶ επεινᾶσεν 

ov δυναται σταθηναι αλλα τέλος EXEL 

emt TO πετρωδες (Vel ἐπι Ta πετρωδη) και οὐκ ELYEV γὴν πολλὴν 
καρπον αναβαινοντα καὶ av€avoyta (vel αὐυξανομενον) 
ὑπο τον μοδιον τεθὴ ἡ ὑπο THY KALYNY 

EKOTTATEV O AVEMOS KAL EYEVETO γαληνὴ μεγαλη 

εἰς TOV OLKOY σου προς τοὺς σους 

οσα ο KUPLOS σοι πεποίηκεν και NENTEV σε 

wa σωθὴη και ζηση 


. κατιίδιαν μονους 

. wa πολλὰ παθὴ και εξουθενωθη 

. €OTAL πάντων ETYATOS καὶ πάντων διακονος 
. στυγνασας. «λυπουμενος 

. νυν εν τω καίρω τουτω 


+ Pp. 189/141. I have modified some passages slightly to embrace some ms 
evidence, and excluded others where the mss vary. 
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Mark 
ΧΙ. 44. wavta οσα evyev. .odov Tov βιον 


xi. 28. avrados γενηταῖι καὶ expun Ta φυλλα 
29. eyyus ἐστιν emt θυραις (and Matthew, not Luke) 
xiv. 1. τὸ πασχα και Ta αζυμα (Compare Luke) 


6. αφετε αὑτὴν * TL avTN κοπους πᾶρέχετε 
15. ectpwperov etowov (Some Latins and Orig expand further.) 
30. σημερον ταυτὴ τὴ VUKTE 
61. ἐσιωπα καὶ οὐκ ἀπεκρίνατο οὐδεν (vel Kat ovdev απεκρ.)ΐ 
xv. 21. wapayovta . . ἐρχόμενον am’ aypou 
32. wa ιἰδωμεν και πιστευσωμεν (avTw) 
42. eves nv παρασκευὴ ὁ ἐστιν προσαββατον (vel προς σαββ. vel πριν 
σαββ.) 


ΧΥΙ. 2. (λίαν) πρωι..(ετι) ανατείλαντος του ἡλίου 


[Add xin. 15, xiv. 19 


Improvement (continued). 
Mark ~ 


xl. 35. ἢ owe ἢ μεσ. (pro oe n peo.) NBCLA* 3 892 Sod? 209 fam ga 
et Sod k ? sah boh aeth 

The first ἢ is an addition by these authorities to make the double 
‘pair’ t against all else, and W2® Origen®**? and Orig™ °°". 

In this we cannot tell whether the sahidic got it from these six 
Greeks or the Greeks from the sahidic, as in sah the expression is 
literally the same: H...H; in boh it is Ef. «Εἰ. 

To xii. 15 now add xiv. 19 jin. where καὶ adXos pte eyo 15 omitted 
by NBCLPA et W [non 28] Ψ min αἰΐῳ g.1 6 vg sah boh syr aeth. This 
looks like a strong combination, but for the clause are ranged DAW*XT'II 
unc et ΣΦ, all the important minn including fam 1 fam 13 (both in their 
entirety) 28 [hiat 33] 157 2” 604 892 Laura! etc (and Paris”, the 
latter apparently having καὶ 0 adXos without pte eyw sec) ὃ a (mut b) ἃ 
FS (mut goth) 9΄, ὃ k q (mut r) Orig, and it is decidedly in Mark’s manner. 
Absent in Matthew it may well have been thought redundant here and 
early removed. As Sir John Hawkins’ book is based on Westcott and 
Hort’s text he naturally does not have on his list this place or xi. 15. 
The full context here at xiv. 19 is: “(καὶ vel ov de) npEavto λυπεισθαι Kat 
λεγεὶν auTw evs κατα (vel καθ) εἰς NTL εγω καὶ αλλος μητι Ey.” It 15 
this καὶ αλλος pte eyo which the itala supports with D unc minn longe 
pl and Origen against the Egyptian coterie of uncials plus a few scattering 


+ απεκριθὴ of D is a form no doubt later than the second century. See Moulton’s 
review of Thackeray’s Grammar of Old Testament Greck in J.T.S. January 1910, 
pp. 299/300. 

t ‘<n owe n peo., ἢ adextp. ἡ mpar”’ instead of ‘ oe ἡ μεσ. ἡ adexTp. ἡ Mpa.” 

§ Cf c in peculiar manner inverting: ‘“‘ nunquid ego aut alius hoc singuli coeperunt 
dicere.”’ 


* 
ita i ee. ee  — —————— 


————— 
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cursives (see below) and sah boh syr aeth [not arm apparently]. To the 
previous evidence for omission we have now to add W, but given its 
Egyptian environment this witness has not here a very grave importance, 
and 28, its sister, contradicts it. It seems almost incredible that this 
very pleonastic clause should have been added, but very natural that it 
should have been subtracted as quite redundant. We are however doing 
violence to Mark’s own distinct method (as exhibited above) if we elide 
the words, and Origen is a witness here for the words ***° distinctly 
Marcan (0 δὲ μαρκος ote npEavto λυπεισθαι Kat λέγειν avTw εἰς καθ Eva... .) 
but Origen is here put out of court by the critics because he fails to 
uphold the doctrine of codices otherwise sympathetic. Thus we are up 
against a wall of prejudice which has forced the critics to follow certain 
rules involving the impeccability of certain witnesses. The addition here 
is absolutely Mark-like and I believe in D and the ztala with Origen 
against the other versions and NBW etc. This is practically a key place 
as to how much force such a strong grouping for omission should 
exercise. And we cannot consider it apart from Mark’s habitual 
manner. Soden does not omit, although retention stultifies his other 
readings with the same group. 

Tisch claims min” for omission, but I doubt if there be as many. 
Among them are 17 106 131? 218 s** Hust 79 10 12 14 17 36. Thus 
none of Matthaei’s codices and only one of Scrivener’s. Soden adds five. 

Finally consider the Latin expressions for εἰς καθ᾽ εἰς (εις κατα εἰς 
NBLA [non W] Ψ 892; Beza εἰς κᾷτα | = και acta] ets; εἰς εκαστος C; 
εἰς Trap εἰς 244; εἰς καθ᾽ eva Orig) for there is quite a difference between 
singillatim of vg g2l, and singult of the principal vett. The singuli 
allows of numquid ego with the addition et alius nunquid ego, while 
singillatim assumes the stop after nwmquid ego without further addition 
as if when Jerome was translating his Greek he adopted this on purpose, 
not proposing to amplify the clause. 

k indeed transfers singulis to the end after the double clause, 
thus: “ Ih autem coeperunt contristari et dicunt ill numquid ego alius 
numquit ego singulis.” Observe c, cited above. 

Mark 

xiv. 29. Indeed it is a question whether Mark’s pleonastic manner 
has not been pruned at this place also. For εἰ καὶ πάντες 
σκανδαλισθησονται αλλ οὐκ eyw there is added by Ὁ d ff, 
qr? vg? ov σκανδαλισθησομαι. And to this witness now add 
(teste Buchanan) b: nunquam scandalizabor, exactly as (teste 

Horner) the sah ms™, 
36 fin. Or at this place, where to: αλλ ov τί eyw θελω (or αλλ 
οὐχ ὁ eyw θέλω 19) adda τι ov (or αλλ ο συ LD) there is found 
the addition of θελεὶς in D Sod? 2°°¢ c™abedf ffr (hiat ἢ 


Ἷ Tisch. omits 2°’. 
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go q ( ?) vgt® sah boh arm aeth. It is rather curious that the 
coptics add, but not NB rell gr nor W. Buchanan now adds 
ὃ to all these other Latins. 


xv. 46 init. Or indeed here, where all Latins have o δὲ wand 


(following tw woond ver 45 fin) with D> [hiant N®] Sod’ 
2r¢ and a very few cursives against all Greek uncials and W. 
It is quite possible that the first Latin draft of Mark contained 
this, and that it was removed in the first Greek as rather 
unnecessary and καὶ substituted. At any rate it is very 
peculiar to find such a clash of arms as occurs here when 
all Greeks and W are for καὶ against all Latins and D> Sod 
88 106 435 2P¢ Sod)??? 3% for o δὲ wand (nm syrPeh χα 
coonp) especially as in the previous verse W is with D 1 124 
ΡῈ Sods" substituting mapa tov κεντυρίωνος for amo Tov 
κεντυρίωνος, and yet here opposes. And in verse 46 again goes 
with D d (2”°) alone for evs τὴν cwvdova (pro τὴ σινδονιὶ). 


Consider also xi. 11 owas ovens (— THs wpas) by BA alone. Cf. 
John xx. 19 ovens ovy οψίας and Thucyd. (i. 50) ηδη δὲ nv owe. 
And Mark xiv. 3 of the contents of the alabaster box : 


KIV. 98. 


κατέχεεν avTov κατα τῆς Kepadns. This κατα is removed by 
NBCWA 6 1 [non 118-209] 28 435 892 Sod": et Sod (kK: et 
perfudit eum a capite). ez is substituted by D Evst 20 sah 
boh (syr) it, but Arrian (quoted by Wetstein) supports the N.T. 
use: “βαλε ελαδιον παιδαριον εἰς το βαλανειον, εβαλον av 
γαριον, καὶ ἁαἀπελθων κατα τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτου κατεχεον." 
““προσευχεσθε wa μὴ εἰσέλθητε evs πειρασμον. N*B 13-346- 
556 Sod? and q are for making it πρ. wa μὴ ελθητε εἰς 
πείρασμον to remove the double εἰς. Sod follows SB and W-H 
here. 

The other 21 Greek uncials, including CDLA and 7” and 
W as well as the great cursives and 892 Paris®’ Laura4!‘, are 
all against NB, while 69-124 give the lie to 138-346-556 of this 
family. When the NBCLAY family (for it is a family of 
uncials in Mark just as much as fam 13 of cursives) is divided, 
and only two of its members, NB, go apart, and CLAY, four 
of its members, join the great majority, why should we favour 
NB? Consider for a moment, if ελθητε were original, why 
change to εἰσέλθητε and invite the pleonasm? The answer 
would be that all these 21 Greek uncials have been 
accommodated to Matthew and Luke, where we read 
εἰσέλθητε evs πειρασμονὶ I think the charge here is rather 
ridiculous, for if so it is a conspiracy of W (the contemporary 
of NB) as well as of 20 other uncials and 1,000 cursives. 
Rather is it that the Greek recension of Mark, as I am 
trying to point out, is a thing apart and must be reckoned 


Mark 
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XV. 


39. 


40. 
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with as such, and that here NB were merely ‘ improving ’”’ 
εἰσέλθητε εἰς and do not hold the neutral base against all else. 

I have excluded, as a rule, passages which were liable to 
reaction from synoptic parallels, and only adduce this with 
some hesitation. See below for confirmation at xvi. 5. 
τις (pro eis) NBULAYV 892 Paris** 6 (arm) against all else, 
all Latins (but 6), sah boh aeth, and syr (although it will 
bear both interpretations). The above little group is simply 
an entity deriving from one revising parent. I do not cite 
it as a special case of improvement, for €1ic may have 
been simply misread as TIC, but in order to emphasise the 
basic entity of this group as a whole. Not a “neutral” 
entity however, as Hort the Revisers and Soden [against all 
other Mss| indicate by placing τίς in their texts, because all 
the Latins oppose, except ὃ over A* of the group. 
More grave is the omission of xpafas here by NBLY 892 
and copt. No others. W, which has a lacuna xv. 12-38, 
begins again just before this, and has κραξας with all the rest. 
See my ‘Genesis of the Versions,’ vol. i. p. 403 seq for the 
explanation. A avoided this in the eighth century. Hort 
revived the error in the nineteenth, and R-V followed suit, 
and Souter’s edition of 1910 maintains it and Soden also omits. 
As to k that Ms merely substitutes exclamavit for_e€ervevcev. 
πην NBL [non AV] p** 892 vg 1/2 W-H & Sod tat. 
+mv all the rest and WW Paris®*’, DA and all Old Latin 
extant and vgg"* boh (sah ἐστι). As to the Latin Wordsworth 
remarks ‘‘ emendatio Hieronymiana ut videtur ex graeco”’ for 
Azniatinus and ten vulgates omit against the Old Latin. 

(The syriacs and aeth omit ev ats nv). 


. ἔλθουσαι (pro εἰσέλθουσα) Only B 127 against all the other 


Greeks friendly to B. This is another case of real ‘‘ improve- 
ment’? on account of the es following: “καὶ εἰσελθουσαι εἰς 
To μνημειον. See B in the other Gospels. Hort places 
ελθουσαι in his margin, obviously liking B’s method. 


Change without Improvement. 


Among many we fasten at once upon xvi. 4. Here we are on firm 
ground before the famous dispute as to what follows xvi. 8. 


XVl. 


4, 


avakekuNoTat (}70 αποκεκυλιστα) NBLW-HR.V. Sod. This 
is of the stone, and appears to represent a mistaken view of the 
way in which the stone was placed in Jewish burial places. 
Neither A nor V join NBL here, nor any minuscules, not 
even 892 or Paris®’, while the itala Mss with D (αποκεκυλισμενον) 
all have revolutum except n = amotum. The question is of 


120 


Mark 


δὲ 
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rolling away, rolling away from, not lifting or rolling wp. 
To think NBL (as Hort and #.V., Sod text) represent a 
“neutral” text because avoxex. is the expression in Matthew 
and Luke is to do violence to the whole synoptic problem. 
The mass of authorities did not accommodate to Matthew 
and Luke here (against NBL) for VY witnesses against its 
friends with the rest, but it only proves once more that the 
textual situation in St. Mark is quite different from that in 
the other Gospels as regards NBL, and the matter of 
retranslation here in St. Mark must be taken into account. 
Observe the amotum of n. Under avaxvrwdew or ανακυλίω in 
the Lexicon the significant and only remark is Alex. κυβερν. 
i. 7. Thayer gives also Alexis in Athenag. Leian. Dion Hal. 
Plut., but under azoxvA. Josephus and the LXX three 
times. [See Postscript in Part II. Tisch has misreported δὲ]. 
avEavoweva (pro avéavovra ΠΙΣΦ unc? vel avéavopevor 
ACDLAW) by SB Laura‘? only. Even 892 has αυξανομενον 
and Paris®*’ av€avovta. Om. 2°°. 

NB would have “καὶ εδιδον καρπὸν αναβαινοντα Kat 
avéavoweva’’ which seems simply to be a mistake (even if it 
does refer to ἄλλα wit.) which however both Hort and Souter 
follow. Wiser are Tischendorf and Soden with αὐυξανομενον. 

ἄλλα init. is read by NBCLW 28 33 124 892. Even with 
ἄλλα (pro αλλο wit.) CLW 28 33 124 892 still give us 


αυξανομενον or αυξανοντα. 


Opposition to the Rule “ Proclivi lectioni praestat ardua.” 


vill. 16. 


ix, 1A. 


eyovow pro exouev. This is distinctly the easier reading. 
“και διελογίζοντο προς adAnAovs (AEyovTEs) OTL apTous οὐκ 
εχουσιν. SBDW fam 1 28 2”° 604 id" (non syr) omit AeyorTes. 
εχουσιν is read by BW fam 1 28 2”° 604 ὁ g. k (Ὁ eayar), a 
b diqvy non haberent, ff, haberent 
εχομεν by the rest (ελαβομεν Paris*’) with the Vulgate, while 
copt = (dicentes) nullus panis 118, 
syr = panis non est (nobis). 

The matter turns on the omission of the word λέγοντες and 
the original Aramaic expression for “have.” But when 
λεγοντες is dropped eyouer becomes more difficult. Hence 
apparently B writes eyovow (followed by W-H ὦ Sod) while 
S holds eyowev with the mass, although it omits λέγοντες with 
sah, which boh and sy retain. 


ἔλθοντες (pro ελθων) ᾽ 
exdov (iro shen) \SBLAWY 892 k sah arm W-H [non Sod!] 
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There is a difficulty here, and apparently overcome by the 
‘neutral’ text, and hence opposed to the above rule of 
preferring the harder reading. In the previous verses our 
Lord discourses with the apostles who had been present at his 
transfiguration. Then in verse 14 the majority of witnesses 
read: καὶ ἔἐλθων προς τους μαθητας ιδεν οχλον πολὺν περί 
autous...‘‘ He came to the disciples.” As verse 13 said “αλλα 
λέγω vay’ etc, some scribes perhaps jumped to the conclusion 
that our Lord was speaking to the body of disciples (while the 
record is of Peter, James and John) and thought ἐλθων προς 
tous μαθητας should be ελθοντες. 

As a matter of fact syr sinf says ‘‘ When he came to his 
disciples they saw”’...using half of the change of NBLAWY 
892 k sah arm,and showing that the difficulty was known and 
ancient probably before B’s day. 

The matter may be merely harmonistic (cf Matt xvi. 14, 
DUGiIxe On): 

Other passages bearing on this rule may be found under 
‘“Tmprovement.” See ix. 41 ete. 


Origen and B in conflict. 


To complete the picture of an already composite text in B we must 
consult Origen closely. 
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seal ΠῚ 


35. 


ip opp ol 


12. 


30. 
ibid. 


OTL Nc vg™ Orig syr sin 

καὶ λεγων ott Betc (Others λέγων ore as AD unc? sah goth, 
so that B here has the longest text of all with a b boh) 

evvvya NBCDLO'W min aliq 28 372 892 etc. W-H ὦ 


Sod tat. 
evvuyov A unc et ΣΦ et Orig et 2°° 604, et εννυχιον Paris®” 
al. aliq. 
εξωθεν B33 soli 
eEw Orig?’ et rell 


μη βλεπωσι Orig et gr pauc. [negl. Orig von Sod] 

βλεπωσι NB rell pl (W —Prer@ot και. Cf. syr sin) 
tut (pr loco) Origen plur., sed πως NBCLWA 7 28179 Sod™ 
ev τινι (sec loco) Origen et NBCLWA 7 28 et Sod™*. 

This seems to be a question of “‘pairs” again, for D al. 
change in the second case to ev ποία, having tue primo loco. 
Origen’s quotation seems quite important here. W-H 
naturally follow the apparently strong group against Origen. 


+ Recte vid Burkitt et Merz. Male Lewis Horner, 
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iv. 34 fin. ἐπελυεν avtas DW ὁ ffxiqgrand Origen(Om.TH pore sah 1/2) 


Vi. 


ibid. 


Vii. 


ibid, 


Vili. 


iL 


40. 


45. 


24. 


6. 


36. 


ἐπέλυεν TAVTA NB rell et rell latt, sah boh, syr aeth 
orev Plur et Origen’ against historic present epyerae 
by NBCLA Sod?” et tat [non minn] (om εκειθεν καὶ ηλθεν W) 
κατα NBD 21 W-H Sod™*, but ava Rell gr Orig. 
avopes p (pro ava exatov) W 
προαγειν NB gr plur 
προάγειν αὐτὸν DN min aliq latt et verss et Orig 
προς βηθο. NBDW plur 
εἰς Bn Oc. Sod°” fam 1 28 2”* 604 Orig 
— και σιδωνος Orig"* et DLLAW Sod 28 2°° ab ff,in syr sin hier 


(Correct Merx p. 75 by adding W Sod?” 28 syr hier, and make 
Orig: Orig™®*), 

Habent SB rell et W-H Sod txt. 

Who is right? Orig" *°"* and DW 28 3 ete. syr™ ™*, or NB ? 
εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν Orig et DW® Sod’? 71 179 255 δ al. 
εἰς οἰκίαν NB plur. 

(Following this observe 7@eancev NA 2°° al? Orig and ηθελε 

BDW vrell. Origen stops at γνωναι, but NB Sod (alone) 
write ηδυνασθη for ηδυνηθη). 
An interesting matter occurs here referred to also under 
‘“‘ Historic present.” While NBD"L 892 W-H Sod have 
παραγγέλλει the rest have παρηγγείλε (παραγγείλας Sod? 2?°), 
Now Orig? says κακει μὲν κέλευει τους oyAovs ανακλιθηναι ἢ 
AVATTECELV ETTL του χόρτου “και yap ο λουκας * κατακλινατε αὐυτους 
ἀνεγραψρε, καὶ ο μαρκος '“επεταξε, φησιν, αὐτοῖς παντας ανακ- 
Awat' evOade Se ov κέλευει AANA παραγγελλει τω οχλω 
ανακλιθηναι... 

From this it would appear that Orig did not say Mark used 
παραγγέλλει. He merely uses two historic presents to 
explain the matter. If NBL followed this we have a good 
key as to the responsibility of Origen for much that has been 
attributed to the ‘‘ neutral” base of NBL. [Observe I leave 
D* out, because he is contradicted here by all Latins but 1 
and five vulgates.] Apparently then ἐπέταξε is St. Mark’s word 
according to Origen. This makes a further complication in 
our troubles as to a Latin or Graeco-latin original for Mark. 
ὁ and ff. use jussit here, but elsewhere in Mark vi. 27, 39, 
ix. 25, they use praecipio with the rest of the Latins for 
emitagow. Ati. 27 on the other hand inperat is generally used. 
At any rate we find NB and Origen disagreed here at vill. 6. 


. σημειον emitntes. Orig and many with W, against ζητει onpecov 


of NBCDLA. 
ὠφέλει NBLWA 892 an q W-H Sod txt 
ὠφελησει All the rest and Orig (ωφεληθησεται 33 Paris”, cf syr) 


ete 


sed 


20. 


29. 


35. 


46. 


abid. 


obid. 


48. 


Β IN ST. MARK’S GOSPEL. 1238 


dou N*B W-H txt do NL Sod‘ * 
woes Orig rell omn. 
. τῶν ETTHNKOTWY WOE 1 sah boh Orig [cof ὃ de circumstantibus 
mecum (—hic).b°!; —hic ὁ r et ἃ (D®)] 
WOE των εστηκοτων B (syr sin aeth) 
των WHE ECT. N al. 
. tev τῶ προσευχασθαι avtov Sod? 28. PF .e ΟΥ̓ 
ΠΡΎΜΟ ΤΟΣ ΓΈ αὐυτοὺυς W fam 18 
Omit NB rell 
. €YEVETO NB unc® et W® Sod”? 


eyevovTo AGKLNVXWITTI et & 


wovtat Ori 
eyevevovTo [Ὁ ¥ 9 


. wa ἀψηται avtov Longe plur et W Sod et Ογίρ “ cata 


μὲν Tov ματθαιον wa τας. «κατα δὲ Tov μαρκον, tva antat 
αὐτων᾿ κατα δε τον λουκαν, Wa αὐτων απτηται.᾽ 

wa αὑτων αψηται NBCLAW ϑοαῦοῦ 124 802 Evst 49 y αἱ. 
pauc. et Paris” et f 6 W-H. In the light of this, when we meet 
A 124 Evst 49 Paris*’ elsewhere with NBCL does this inspire 
confidence in them as supporters of NB? It merely indicates 
a similar text faithfully copied, but the group is to be treated 
as one eclectic group, not as a tenfold authority. They stole 
the Lucan order here and created a hiatus in Mark to do it. 
And we know they did this, for they substitute αὐτοὺς of Luke 
and Matthew (see under ‘‘ Harmonistic’’) for tows προσφερουσιν 
of the great majority of authorities at the end of this very verse. 


εφυλαξα AD 28 892 Clem Orig 
εφυλαξαμην NB rell (εποιησα 1 2Ρ᾽ Sod!**" syr sin) 
ἢ μητερα ἡ Tatepa = BCAW® Sod’ al. pe. et txt. Boh sah 1/2 


ἡ πατερα ἡ pntepa = &sonvell et Ψ Orig™ “S quamvis Marcus 
.-cum dicit qui dim. patrem et matrem... 

οἱ δυο viol BC Paris” sah boh aeth. No others, 

not even Ψ, and Orig with δὲ and the rest flout the proposed 

addition. (Soden however quotes Origen for it.) 

ερχεται ( pro ερχονται) D min? a ὃ d ἢ2 Jo tr syr sin 
diatess Orig” contra rell. 

εκειθεν (pro απο vepiy@) D wWPtiabdsf frtqr goth 
Orig” contra rell 

ET ALT@Y D Sod? 2°° Orig (et προσαυτων A plur W2® verss 
plur) 

mpocaitns NBLAYV 892 k W-H ὠ Sod txt [sed cf. Merx 
p. 130] Om. C* Paris®. 

ot TokAoL Ογὶρ (cf sah) No others add οὐ but B* has avtoe 


+ Male Tisch de 28. Habet 28 avrov sed W avrovs. Om. Orig von Soden. 
t Errat Muralt de 2°? aro ιερειχω habet Belsheim nec aliter Cronin. Vide Sod. 
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Kiso: 


24. 


abid. 
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monXou for avtw or αὐτὸν πολλοι. Sod does not quote Orig or 

Clem. 

Cf Clem" lib ἀμέλει καὶ τῶν ἐπιβοωμενων Tov κυριον GUTOV OL 

μὲν πολλοι... 

avtov φωνηθηναν Orig"* cum plur et W, contra SBCLAWV 7 
892 Sod" et Sod“ φωνησατε avtov cum boh. 

See remarks elsewhere (pp. 4/5) about Origen’s double text here. 

αποστελλει NBD" mult et syr ὃ αἰ W-H Sod, sed ἀποστελεῖ 

ubique Orig (ter vol iti, et vol iv) cum GUIL et W®Y [non =] 

a d|contra D*|f fe g2q 7 δ vg sah boh arm aeth. 


. — τῆς @pas B™ cum Jem e93454 (abet Orig rell) 
. SB and Orvg at variance here also. 
. φαγοι NB etc. 


payn DW etc Orig’® 


. ἄνθρωπος τις εφυτευσεν αμπελωνα Orig et W fam 13 2”° Sods" 


ἃ syr pesh aeth al. pauc. 
αμπέλωνα ανθρωπος εφυτευσεν NBC(L)A®PW etc. 
(Cf. rell sub ‘‘ Two or more recensions.’’) 

Origen is specific as to αποκριθεις evrrev for Mark against edn of 
NBCLAY 33 892 Paris®’ Sod'*? & Sod‘ copt, that thoroughly 
representative group, all hanging together for this (as on 
several previous occasions) an apparent improvement. Syr 
pesh joins this group here, but is opposed by sy7 sin which 
takes the side of the Latins and other Greeks and Origen. 

D Orig μὴ γεινωσκοντες pro μὴ evdotes of the rest and W. 
This seems to be a clear case of retranslation by Origen. 
See p. 159. In Matthew (xxii. 29) evdores is used. 

ἐστως Orig diserte bis (κατα μαρκον) cum W Sod” fam 1 
fam 13 28 2°° Sod®*" arm syr sin, contra καθισας NBD et rell omn 
et latt copt syr pesh diatess (ex Marco) Hat goth. 


I would like to point out here that syr pesh and diatess arab keep 
with NB and the mass against syr sin and Origen. One should remember 
this place when praising sy7 sim elsewhere if it supports NB and contra- 
dicts syr pesh. The matter here is of course irreconcilable. 

Mr. Sanders does not record this place as to W in his notes 
on p. 80 owing to his self-imposed limitations (see p. 74). 


xa 4 


43. 


SG: 


katevavte Orig’ with δὲ and most, but ἀπέναντί BUY 33 
71 179 280 348 Sod!” [non Sod**] Paris®’ only. 
n xXnpa ἡ πτωχὴ αὐτὴ Orig’ et DEP Sod 7 604 2P° Hysttinave 
Sod®! 2 q@ bdig 
(contra ἡ ynpa αὐτὴ ἡ πτωχῃ δὰ Β rell et WW) 
αυτή ἡ χηρα ἡ πτωχη 28 Cf syr, et 21 k (--πτωχη) 
Ἔκαι tapayar Orig’ 5 (‘Marcus addit et turbelas’”’) contra 
NBDLY Sod'**' it (praeter 4) boh. This is a square division, 
with sah on Origen’s side and most Greeks, but practically 
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bid. 
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all Latins go with NBDL against him. W however comes to 
his rescue and has it (‘‘ecovtas σίσμοι κατα τοπους * λίμοι 
ταραχαι ᾽) as also ΣΦ Sod”. 

Orig here goes with W 28 fam 13 91 299 2Ρὲ Sod’**" k for exeivo, 
against τουτο of NB and most, and av7o of D™ ὁ. Unfortunately 
b is here mutilated. Small as is the place, the fact that Origen 
with W 28 contradicts NB plu shows a possible foreign base t 
(with D* c opposed to d) and δ᾽ 5 testimony would have been 
most useful for control. As to 91-299 they are really part of 
the 1 family, but 1-118-209 apparently have τουτο, so that 
this family is divided amongst itself, but fam 13 holds 
together. Compare this place with xu. 24 above. 


2. Orig and all επαναστησονται, but Β Sod*™ ἐἑπαναστησεταῖι (as 


BA 28 Sod'** at Matt x. 21) with ἃ exsurgebit. 


2. ποιησουσιν D Sod? 2P¢ min a d et Orig?’ (ounce. . . .ποιει) 


contra SB rell δωσουσιν 


5. +7 (ante ove) NBCLAY 892 Sod? 309 fam φ8 οὐ Sod'* k? sah 


boh aeth against all the rest and Origen. 


. μεσονυκτιω Origen with Hipp ? Σ 238 511 604 οἷ᾽ Sod'**" and 


latt media nocte, against varying forms in the rest. 


. 0 εἰς (pro eis) NBC*LMW 892 Sod"**™* boh against sah 


the rest and Origen (who was with them just above in dropping 
ὁ before ἐσκαριωτὴης with latt). 

Neglect προσηλθε here of Origen alone for ἀπηλθεν of the 
rest (ηλθὲεν L) as the zpos following no doubt accounts for 
Orig (libere). 


19 fin. Habet Origen καὶ arXros ponte eyo cum D unc? ΣΦ minn?! 


Ga. 
ave ele, 


bid. 


Sod” it! contra SBCLPAWY copt syr aeth. 
+evOus W 124 2”° 604 a sah arm Orig (syr sin) against the rest. 
erornoay Orig DA Sod”? 245 2P° Sod? 1337 1442 δὲ latt (contra 
B plur ποίησαντες, et NCL 892 soli cum Sod ετοιμασαντες). 
amnyayouv Orig CDGNW2 [Hiat ®] al. pauc. (latt) [contra 

απηνεγκαν NB plur'}. 


t See below, xiii. 35 μεσονυκτιω. 


CHAPTER IV. 


CONCERNING THE GENESIS OF THE LATIN VERSION OF 
St. Marxk’s GOSPEL. 


“ This (Western) text was translated into Latin before the time of Tatian, and the 
primitive bilingual in which the translation stood is a document of patriarchal dignity 
and largely capable of restoration.’’—Harris, ‘ Codex Bezae,’ p. 177. 

“ But, beyond this, when translations were made into Syriac and Latin (the former 
certainly, the latter probably, as early as the middle of the second century) the attention 
of scholars was necessarily directed to the difficulties in interpretation of the text, with 
tts occasional archaic expressions, obscwre words, and harsh constructions ; and the 
practical usefulness of a simplified and modernised text was suggested.”—Ramsay, 
‘St. Paul the traveller and the Roman citizen,’ p. 25. 


To put the matter into as few words as possible, before the new 
Greek ms W was discovered my studies had already led me to consider 
that the ancients were probably right when they said that St. Mark had 
both preached and written his Gospel in the Latin tongue [see sub- 
scriptions to the Syriac vulgate and to some of our Greek manuscripts |. 
But this ms W in St. Mark is a perfect mine of wonderful information 
on this subject. 

My impressions to-day are that the Gospel of Mark was written 
originally in Latin and in Greek, and circulated separately—that the 
Latin went to Latin Africa—thence to Greek Egypt, where it was 
translated into Greek. [But see the quotation further on from St. Jerome 
in connection with the testimony of Clement of Alexandria.] Hence a 
double Greek recension visible all along the line. This matter appealed 
to Blass, for he says (‘ Philology of the Gospels,’ pp. 203 and 205), “ΤῸ 
use a simile: reading Mark (with due attention given to the variants) 
reminds one of walking on quicksand .... for the difference of readings 
mainly rests in the expressions and does not affect the sense. But, 
nevertheless, we feel unsafe and wonder in what way such a condition of 
the text may have been produced .... But one of the authors seems to 
be Luke. Well, and then? Did Luke perhaps interpolate or revise 
Mark? No, but he translated it, as the original Mark was in Aramaic, 
or had it translated for his own use, and then revised the translation. At 
a later time Luke’s copy got into circulation and was again copied, and 
those copies went side by side with copies containing a translation made 
by somebody else... .” 

Thus Blass. I do not think there is much which points to an 
Aramaic original. The whole matter can be understood if to St. Peter’s 
Semitic background we apply Mark’s Latin surroundings when he wrote, 
but Blass clearly apprehended the double Greek recension and was 
striving to account for it. 
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As to D™, a and d. 


At first it seemed as if d were the king, but there are certain 
independent features in D* which stamp it as of almost equal importance. { 
For instance in Sir John Hawkins’ list of words peculiar to St. Mark’s 
Greek, we find among them (p. 200) empartw and επίσυντρεχω, but in 
D* for επιραπτει (ii. 21) that Ms has επισυνραπτει and W" ἐεπισυναπτι. 
So that this form evo uv applies to another word in the Marcan Gospel as 
well as ἐπισυντρεχω. Ἐπισυνραπτει stands opposite adswit (the Latins 
hardly vary here at all) and adswit can scarcely have influenced emovuv- 
ραπτει or emicvvarte. Excepting εἐπισυναγω (Matt., Mark, Luke) no 
other verb in the New Testament is compounded with εἐπίσυν-, besides 
επισυντρέχω above mentioned, peculiar to Mark’s Greek text at ix. 25. 
For this the Vulgate and most Latins have concurrentem, but a =conlisissit, 
while ὁ di =concurreret, f ff2 =concurrit, k = concurrunt, q =concurret, 
and ὃ =coneurrebat. [ραπτει 71 only in ii. 21. ] 

Of course D* of to-day is not the exact original of D* foundation 
text. We have a splendid illustration of this at xi. 38 in one verse. 
D* (against d) adds awa. This a (alone 1 of Latins) maintains with the 
addition of simul. But two lines below D* goes wild (against d’s Latin 
et qui volunt) by writing καὶ τῶν Tehwvev (for των θέλοντων) This a 
opposes, having qui volunt. The addition of et in dis due to some curious 
reaction ὃ which, however, did not conform d to D™ or D® to d, so that we 
have the opportunity to observe a process at work which is quite 
interesting. This is followed in the same verse by another illustration 
which seems helpful. For D® 2°° add ποιεισθαι at the end of the verse 
as d facitis, so that D® d hold together. How do the Latins stand ? 
The Greek expression 15: καὶ ασπασμοῦς ev Tats ayopais dependent on the 
original τῶν θελοντων. A few cursives only add φίλουντων before ασπασμους 
(borrowed from Luke) as do syr pesh and syr sin, while sah repeats των 
θελοντων (Δ. δ EwoweW) as arm and c: “qui volunt salutari”’ but ὁ 
abandons aotracpous (τους ασπασμοῦυς sah boh) or salutationes of ὃ d e for 
salutari of akigqr 8 [above ασπασμους] thus making a composition of 
salutationes and salutart and adding volunt. Here therefore ὦ d e have 


7 From this Greek the Latin of a seems to have been made, quite independently of 
d. For a beautiful although infinitesimal example see vi. 18 licet te says a, and so D* 
alone: εξεστιν σε right opposite d: “‘licet tibi.’”’ All other Greeks and Latins use σοι 
and ¢ibz. So in other small places, as vi. 35 ndn δὲ D™ 2°° 604 a, but και dy the Greeks 
and d. See xii. 37 libentissime for libenter by a and Dd: και ndews. In the very next 
verse xii. 38 a follows D®™ alone, against d, for a has simul alone and D® aya alone. At 
ix. 31 D ὦ (as we have them) make bold to remove the apparently pleonastic ἀποκτανθεις 
(following ἀποκτενουσιν). The only support is from x** y** andack. All Greek uncials, 
including WY retain, as do Ὁ and the rest of the Latins. That a is found here with 
D is significant. Here ὃ doubtless holds the base and not d. 

t{ As we pass through the press von Soden teaches us that his new Greek ms 050, 
sister to D, does not have aya. But he obscures the Latin issue by grouping a ὃ ri 
together, whereas b rz do not have simul asa. Sod ™ has ποιεισθαι fin. 

§ Add for +xa ante των θελοντων von Soden’s ε 1091 (Sinai 186, Greg. 1223). 
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the simple salutationes dependent on the original qui volunt; against 
salutari of atk qr 6 vg. Wearrive at the conclusion then that ποιεισθαι 
and facitis of D®. Sod” 2” and d is a late accretion to both D and d, for a 
rejects it, unless indeed salwtari of the others is supposed to be a composi- 
tion of ασπασμους ποιεισθαι, but then salutare would have been used. 

At ΧΗ]. 14 D adds τι avayewooxe after 0 αναγεινώσκων νοείτω. ὦ also 
adds quidquid legit and n quod dicit, while d has quod legit, so that although 
D d here are together, D™ here probably reacted on d latin, as d differs 
from ὦ n who probably translated from D’s Greek. At xiii. 22 a has 
facient with d and D Sod”? 2°° ποιησουσιν against δωσουσιν of other Greeks 
and Latins. xii. 33 ὦ alone follows D® against d and all else omitting 
ἐστιν fin. (Cf ὁ which however turns the phrase.) 

I wish to add here a most important matter which I think has never 
been pointed out before. Where D and d differ we can frequently 
discover, by the help of a, which reading is basic and which is not in 
D or d. 

Thus at xiv. 1 D dand a ff, and only these omit καὶ ta αζυμα. This 
occurs in connection with one of St. Mark’s well-known doublets or pairs. 
ἣν δὲ TO πάσχα καὶ τὰ ἄζυμα. We know from the absence of other D ὦ 
sympathisers lke 2"° etc 1 that this must be a correction to remove apparent 
pleonasm, but how came both D and d to excise the words? The answer 
is that Greek D reacted here on small d. We know this because it is the 
Greek of D and not the Latin of d which a habitually follows. Further 
proof offers in the same verse. D* and ὦ ὃ omit εν dodw but d has it. 
Here therefore D* did not react on d latin, although a, as usual, follows 
D’s Greek. There are several other places where at first sight a would 
seem to strengthen the small combination D a d, but as a matter of fact 
it 15. now proven that D simply overflowed back as a (wrong) influence 
on d, and ὦ is merely an accessory and a witness that this influence came 
from D* only. 

This is well illustrated again at xiv. 25 where D Sod" 2”° have ov μὴ 
προσθω mew as ὦ (differing in latin expression from d) ὦ and f only, for ov 
μὴ πίω of all others. This Greek of D, found only in a/ otherwise, 
must have flowed back on to d. 

The retranslation of a (and ὦ and sometimes 7) is often illustrated. 
It occurs again immediately after at the opening of xiv. 26. The Greeks 
maintain καὶ υμνησαντες, the Latins and the vulgates “ et hymno dicto,” 


but exceptionally : 
a = Et cum hymnos dixissent 


2 = Et cum laudem dixissent 
k = Et cum heminum dixisset 


+ Only ¥ Sod™®* vary the order nv δε ra αζυμα και το πασχα, while k 7, do not like the 
doublet and have pascha azwmorum or azemorum as vg¥ and (gat). 
t+ Von Soden’s 050 appears also to go against D ὦ a ff here. 


THE LATIN VERSION OF ST. MARK’S GOSPEL. 129 


yr = Et cum hymnum .... +. .+t 
1 = Et ymnum dicentes 
6 = Et umnisantes 
In the same chapter again at xiv. 32 D a d alone substitute αὑτοὺς 
(1115) for τοὺς μαθηταῖς αὐτου of all others. 
At xiv. 44. α (and ὁ k 7) go with D®™ only εδωκεν (Sedwxev Sod”) by 
writing dedit for dederat of all others and d. 
But at xiv. 47 Dad together omit tev παρεστηκοτῶν showing D* has 
here influenced d. 

At xiv. 67. where D®* alone omits καὶ before ov, we know it is an 

error, because a does not follow. 

At xiv. 70. -- τω πετρω D a ἃ, 

and 72, —ote πριν arextopa φωνῆσαι dis we «παρνηση D a d, they 
are seen together. 

Further, when, as at xiv. 48, both D and d omit ws and tanquam 
before ee ληστὴν, we must assume this to be a common error in the last 
copying of the ms, as neither ὦ k nor any others omit. We thus learn 
that at the last copying even, an effort was made to bring Latin and 
Greek into conformity. 

And when » replaces ὦ (as it does from xv. 22 onwards) we must 
note that 2 does not support D®™ at xv. 34 ὠνείδισας with ὁ i k (Ὁ) but has 
me dereli|quisti] against them. Thus probably D®™ and ὁ ὁ k are con- 
spiring in an error against the mass, and controls the old D®™ as ὦ did 
before. 

Observe the independence of n throughout this section, and especially 
xvi. 4 amotum for revolutum of the rest of the itala, which although 
agreeing with the αποκεκυλίσμενον of D®™ (d =revolutum) against azroxexv- 
λίσται Of most, yet appears to hang on a different treatment. 

Note also at xvi. 6 where D(W) has φοβεισθαι (for εκθαμβεισθεὶ) and d 
timere, that n follows suit with timere against expavescere of the others 
(k stupetis). 


Ὥς 10 ὃ: 


The most important Latin witness in St. Mark for ‘ control” is ὁ 
[Δ is wanting 1.-vii.] a feature which Buchanan has quite forgotten to 
mention in his new and valyable edition of δ. The text of ὃ (far 
removed from ff in this Gospel) is a most ancient one. All the O.L. join 


t Observe in Mark iii. 82 (where exa6yro bothered a 6 so much that they deliberately 
alter the sentence, although no others know any different verb) that δὲ alone of Greeks 
has πρὸς αὑτὸν οχλος (for περι avroy oxdos). We look to d and find circa ewm turba as 
the rest of Latins. We look to D and find προς τον οχλ and do not understand it. 
But ὃ says alone of Latins ap zllwm turba, so that Nb are giving us what D means to give, 
τον standing for avroy. See Harris, ‘Study of Codex Bezae,’ page 20, where he shows 
Aov for Aoyov twice and Aes for reyes. Add Aes for Aeyers John xiv. 9 and frum for 
fructum in d at John xv.2. We find even πε for περι (Me. v. 27). (Cf. xiv. 58 τον ναὸν 
(—rovrov) De" alone against hunc templum by d opposite.) 


- 


Kn 
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D dso largely in Mark as a unit (with the exception of a) that it has a 
very deep significance. But b goes farther than this and invites inspec- 
tion as to the fundamental d text sometimes preserved in b where d has 
lost-it. As to a the condition is quite different as sketched above. It 
would seem as if ὦ had been independently translated into Latin from a 
Greek which had already been made from the original Latin. 

Long and long ago critics found certain Latin words graecised 
especially the property of St. Mark, as σπεκούυλατωρ, κεντυριων, Eeorns,t but 
explained them away. Siz John Hawkins calls attention (p. 132) to v. 23 
ἐσχάτως exel, Saying in a note ‘This expression is condemned by 
Phrynicus, see Thayer’s Lexicon,” but if retranslation from the Latin 
‘‘in extremis est’ it could not very well be rendered ἐσχατωῶς ἐστιν. As to 
θυγατριον mentioned just above this, filiola isfoundin e. Now the problem 
is both simplified and complicated by some of the extraordinary agreements 
of W* with ὁ latin. How it will all work out I cannot say at present. 

It is quite unnecessary to repeat that St. Mark probably wrote his 
Gospel at Rome for Roman readers, and it is beside the mark to say that 
Greek was the current or polite language of the city or that the names 
of the early leaders and Popes were Greek names. The oral Gospel 
appealed first as thoroughly to the oppressed servants and slaves of the 
Roman households as to their masters; and what was the language of 
the common people? Of the converted butchers, bakers and purveyors 
to these households? Of the masons, blacksmiths, carpenters etc? Of 
the Christian attachés and employés of the baths and places of public 
entertainment ? The catacombs tell us, and the inscriptions speak in no 
uncertain voice that the Latin and Greek tongues were in a state of flux 
in St. Mark’s day. We find Greek words transliterated to Latin, and 
conversely Latin words expressed in Greek letters. We find φηλικισσιμος 
for felicissimus, βιξ for bixit or vixit, φιλιο for filio ; or cosmou for κοσμου, 
itaira for erarpa, Theos for Θεὸς and so forth. In fact some could speak 
Greek but only knew the Latin alphabet, others, while knowing enough 
Latin to speak it, could only write the Greek letters.| Hence a Latin, 


+ Of also Mk. vi. 8 py εἰς tv ζωνην χαλκον (‘neque in zona aes”’) as against St. 
Luke (ix. 3 ‘unre apyupiov”’). Cf also Mk. xii. 42 λεπτα δυο ο ἐστιν kodparrns (‘duo 
minuta quod est quadrans,” the lowest Roman coin) as against St. Luke (xxi. 2 ‘ dvo 
Aerra tantum, praeter D +0 ἐστιν κοδραντης ᾽)). ‘ 

1 We find the very hybrid graeco-latin words bisomus, trisomus and quadrisomus in 
common use in the catacombs (to the exclusion of other expressions) for burial space for 
two bodies, three bodies, and four bodies. 

Sometimes A occurs for D throughout a Latin inscription (see No. 142 in Marucchi 
and others). 

We come across such a thing as this: 

KALEMERE DEVS REFRI 
GERET SPIRITVM TVVM 
VNA CVM SoRoRiS TVAE HILARAE. 

Or benemerenti, et, and dee in the middle of a Greek inscription, and observe 

the Greek rho in benemerentt. 


ee = σὰ» 


ἡ nie ie Bue 
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or a Graeco-Latin written Gospel seems ὦ priori to have been perfectly 
natural and called for under the circumstances; and not necessarily a 
bilingual, but two separate editions, one in Greek and one in Latin. The 
Latin original, if represented by b and d, seems to have parted company 
with the Greek original very soon if not immediately. It reappears in a 
and part of & to some extent, but a is a fresh translation from the Greek 
as k seems to be in many places.t The consensus of Latins with ὁ ὦ 


AHMHTPIC ET A€ONTIA 
CEIPIKE EIAIE BENEMEPEN 


ΤΙ MNHC@HC IHCOYC 
O KYPIOC TEKNON. 


We find septem sande sic) with ANN in the ia ΤΣ at the end of a Greek 
inscription : 


EPMAICKE ®WC Z 
HC EN SEW KYPIEI 
W XPEICTW ANN 
WPOYM X MHCW 
POYM Z€PTE, 


In the middle of a Greek inscription (Marucchi No. 344) occurs BONI®ATIE, 
From the catacombs of Domitilla, observe two Latin lines followed by Greek in 
Latin letters: 
ANNIBONVS FECIT SIBI €T SVIS 
LOCVM HOMIBVS N Vill INTRO FORMAS 
ΕΟ TON €MON PANTON TVTO €MON. 


This lasted a long while. There is a Latin inscr. in Greek letters throughout, 
dated 269 a.p. 


KWCOYAE KAYAIW EA NMATEPNW NONEIC 
NOBENBPEIBOYC AEl Ε BENEPEC AOYNA XXIII 
AEYKE PIAIE CHBHPE KAPECCEME MOCOYETE 
ΕΔ EICNEIPITW CANKTW TOYW. 


On the shorter and earlier inscriptions such Latin names as Flavus or Flavius, 
Septimius etc are written in Greek characters : 


For instance: ®A - CABEINOC -: KAI 
TITIANH - ΑΔΕΛΦΟΙ 


And again : CEMTMIOC MPAITE=TATOC 
KAI KIAIANOG 


Or ANNIA  @AYCTEINA 
Or ANNIOS KATO 
Or AIKINIA ®AYCTEINA 


+ A good example occurs at xiv. 54 where the 23 uncials and W write ἣν σὺν (or 
avy) καθημενος but D it vg nv καθημενος. Tischendorf observes ‘ it"! vg erat sedens, 
sedens, sedebat; k accwrate fuit simul sedens,” -but he should have said... ex 
graeco fuit simul sedens.” The Latins all hang together against any consedens or 
simul sedens except k, which as we thus see is bringing back his Latin into conformity 
with the Greek, while D* alone follows the Latin. 


K 2 
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shows that the Latin as an entity remained knit together. With the 
Greek it is quite different. D reappears in Egypt in W but with 
modifications incident to a passage of d through Carthage previously, 
where it had become modified to ¢ and e. The Greek of NB is quite 
different again from that of DW, although N shows occasional traces of 
W e, and B of W or D. Did the Greek of D perish by shipwreck or 
otherwise on its way to Alexandria?t Or did they use at first only 
St. Matthew and St. Luke in those parts? The early Fathers are 
strangely silent as to quotations from St. Mark. 

Among one of the first distinct quotations from St. Mark (vy. 34) 
it is noticeable that Clem' gives us ἀπελθε evs εἰρηνὴν for uTaye εἰς 
εἰρηνην. [Luke says zopevov.| The Latin is vade. See later for remarks 
as to Clement in connection with what St. Jerome says of Mark’s 
personal arrival at Alexandria, bringing his Gospel with him. 


As toc: 


ὁ is also a valuable adjunct for control as to the original base 
bede. Its glosses are reproduced by W8", and it has many Egyptian 
characteristics. Whether it ever had an accompanying Greek column 
we do not know, but the corruption per labia for per manus in vi. 2 
probably arose from confounding χείλεων or χείλων with χείρων. One 
thing is very certain, aeth and ὁ are very close in Mark. Among other 
places observe Mark vi. 88 -- καὶ γνοντες ὁ aeth and syr sin. The latter 
adds force to the basic age of the recension. 

Then, as shown beyond, Tertullian and acth share the otherwise 
unique reading in xiv. 13 invenietis hominem for occurret vobis homo. 

Besides this ὁ and Tert are in apposition in other Gospels. 

A curious coincidence occurs at Mark ii. 26, where for εἰσηλθεν, W 
alone substitutes εὐσέλθων, not supported by our Latin witnesses, but by 


Jerome with ingressus (Ep ad Pamm: “Idem Marcus inducit ad © 
Pharisaeos salvatorem loquentem ‘Nunquam legistis . . . quomodo 
ingressus domum Dei sub Abiathar .. .’”’). 


St. Mark in the Irish Latin texts. 


One striking fact deserves notice, and that is that when the Irish 
text of the four Gospels was copied St. Mark’s Gospel alone appears in 
almost pure Vulgate dress. Why was this? It must be concerned with 


+ Observe v. 87 παρακολουθησαι DW fam 1 28 124 2re 604, ακολουθησαι AKII* 
al®, συνακολουθησαι NB rell. While the Latins use sequi, W elides per αὐτου, and ὁ 
has introire with Sod® eceddew. But the point is that παρακολουθησαι bears directly 
on the wording of the end of Mark, for at xvi. 17 παρακολουθησει occurs, and this has 
been challenged as not being a Marean compound or occurring elsewhere in the Gospel, 
whereas DW corfirm it in Mark ν. 37, at any rate as to their Greek. 
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the irreconcileable differences observed between the two separate Greek 
lines or recensions to which I wish to direct attention. Not being able 
to decide to follow the itala, so largely interwoven with the ὁ d base, 
which disagreed with the Greek line of NB, except in spots, it was 
evidently considered judicious to swallow St. Jerome’s revision almost 
completely for St. Mark. That there was a reason for it is obvious. 
Have we found the true reason in assuming a double Greek recension ? 
This must be further investigated, but I see no other outlet. 


Base of St. Mark’s Gospel. 


So much has been written concerning St. Mark’s Gospel that it may be 
thought that the subject is threadbare. This hardly seems to be the case, 
but I would fain bring forward something new if possible. What I suggest 
has already found circuitous admission by other minds. For instance, 
in Sir John Hawkins’ Horae Synopticae, p. 207, after referring to the pro- 
portion of classical and non-classical words in the four Gospels, he says : 

‘Tt thus appears that the non-classical words (like the non-Septuagintal 
words) occur with considerable more frequency in the special vocabulary of 
St. Mark than in those of the other synoptists.” 

In other places he agrees with most authorities in giving priority to 
the Marcan Gospel as regards its foundation, where roughnesses, not of 
diction but of the manner of presenting facts, have been smoothed by 
St. Matthew and St. Luke. 

Taking these two observations together, they make for a later Greek 
than that of Matthew and Luke, with an earlier base. Now if that base 
be Latin the matter is to a large extent explained. Little things like 
εσχατον (Mark) for votepov (Matt. Luke) then assume a greater force 
than we have been disposed to give them. 

Sir John emphasises the historic present as being one of Mark’s 
strong preferences. Indeed, this also bears upon the point. For the azts 
of d often bear opposite in D* εὐπεν, while the itala coincides with the ait 
of d.t Further than this, where the strong Alexandrian preferences for 
the historic present and imperfect over the aorist make themselves felt 


+ This matter deserves considerable attention. Compare Dr. Nestle’s too brief 
notice of the subject in Journ. Theol. Studies, July 1911, p. 607, and consider the figures 
given for b and d in St. Mark in connection with such a Roman writer as Plautus, whose 
plays are crammed full of αὐέ and ais and ato. Cf. Amphitruo I. i. 188-189. 


Merc. Ai’ n’ vero? 
Sos. Aio enimvero. 
Mere. Verbero! 
Sos. Mentiris nunc jam. 
Merc. At jam faciam ut verum dicas dicere. 
Sos. Quid eo ’st opus ? 
Notice also the frequent appearance in Mark of epyera: (for the indeterminate Latin 

venit, present or perfect) against the synoptic ηλθεν. 
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in NB in the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, it is different in 
St. Mark, and although I chronicle a fair number of these additional 
Greek historic presents for δὲ or B in St. Mark, the situation is more 
confused there and sometimes the aorist is preferred to the imperfect. 

Before we can deal with the list of ‘‘ Rude, harsh, obscure or unusual — 
words or expressions which may therefore have been omitted or replaced 
by others” (op. cit. pp. 131/4) we must consider more fully what the 
Latin texts have to say, and variations in Greek Mss. Thus, as to the first 
example, 

i. 10 σχιζομενους, did St. Mark himself really use this? The Latins 
bad f ffo σι go hl r 7. ὃ (hiant ὃ 4) all say apertos (even a adaperiri, 
ὁ aperiri). So 105 sol. 

Then, ii. 4 etc κραβαττος. This surely belongs among the Latinisms, 
cited lower down. 

As to 11. 21 επιραπτει, we must observe D’s emicuvpartes and W’s 
εἐπισυναπτί as to retranslation, or as to two lines of Greek. 

xi. 1. εἰσιν τινες woe των εστηκοτῶν, ‘‘an awkward arrangement of 
words’’ says Sir John Hawkins, but the mss vary here 
considerably. (See ante p. 100.) 

xi. 11. un προμεριμνατε, ‘a verb not found elsewhere in N.T., LXX, 
or classical writers.” But if cogitare were original we can 
understand it. (a here retranslating, as usual, has prae- 
medetare (cf. mpouererate VI), k exceptionally satagare but 
both a and k have been influenced by Greek recensions as 
compared to the other Latins in St. Mark). 

16. 0 εἰς Tov aypov, a very probable Latin construction. 

xiv. 31. εκπερίσσως t ‘is found nowhere else in Greek.” 

Perhaps from a Latin colloquialism ‘‘ tanto magis’”’ as indeed 
re-rendered by a (while ἢ has ‘‘ plura loquebatur magis dicere”’ 
against amplius of most vett). 

ΧΙ. 19. ecovtar yap au ἡμεραι exervar Oris (or θλίψεις). This is far 
more difficult, in fact insoluble from our available Latin 
materials, which do not agree with the Greeks, who here seem 
to be a unit, yet an original dies illi tribulationes, meant for 
dies illi tribulation?s which ὁ ff, ὁ 1 hold, might have led to the 
Greek, which is opposed bya bd k n q r “ (in) illis diebus 
tribulationes ᾿᾿ and which in these may not represent an original 
base but revision. 

Unfortunately, for such Greek words—unique in Mark—as σκωληξ, 
στασιαστῆς We have no synoptic parallelisms to use for purposes of exact 
comparison. στασίαστης of Mark xv. 7 (μετα των στασιαστῶν δεδεμενος) 
is however beautifully confirmed by St. Luke’s δία στασιν (xxii. 19). 


’ 


+ It is exceedingly curious to find that the notorious latinisers 56-58-61, apparently 
alone among cursives, join NBCD¥}” for exrepurows. Add Paris’. 
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cavoadia Mark vi. 9 (not appearing in Sir John Hawkins’ list of words 
peculiar to St. Mark, probably because it occurs in Acts xii. 8) may be 
emphasised as compared to the υὑποδηματα of Matt. x. 10. 

In Mark ὦ ὁ have sandalia, ὃ f l ῳ = sandaliis, so that probably solevs 
of a, soleas of e, caligulas of c, galliculas of ff, are retranslations. 

υποληνίον Mark xii. 1, unique as to Mark and as against ληνὸν of 
᾿ Matt. xxi. 33, is indeterminate. 

In Mark bc df 4:1 (q locum) ὃ vg have lacum (a fy i k torcular). 

In Matthew a ὦ ὁ d (6 torcularem) ff. g 1 q vg have torcular (ffi h 
lacum). 

Lacum would appear original in Mark, and torcular in Matthew. 
But it is almost impossible to draw any inferences, although υὑποληνιίον 
may be considered more probable for lacus. 


Important example of harmony among the Latins at St. Mark vi. 36. 


One of the most striking places is the eyyora of D 604 and all latt 
PROXIMAS at vi. 36 against κυκλω of the other Greeks. Not a single Latin 
tries to express κυκλω otherwise here in Mark.t But now turn to the 
parallel in Luke ix. 12 and see a very different state of things. The 
Greek of both passages is the same: 

Mark vi. 36. amrodvoov αὑτοὺς wa αἀπέλθοντες εἰς TOUS KUKNW αγροὺυς καὶ 


κωμας. +. 
Luke ix. 12. ἀπολυσον tov οχλον wa πορευθεντες εἰς TAS KUKAW κωμας καὶ 
απεέλθοντες αγρους... 


(Matthew omits κυκλω.) 
In Mark then the Latins have: in PROXIMAS villas et vicos.t 
But in Luke a = adjacentes vicos et agros 
be fol qr = cirea castella et villas 
= circa castella et vicos 
ὁ = in castella adjacentia 
d = in proxima castella et villas 
6 = in circum castella et villas 
f = in castella et villas quae in circuitu sunt 
vg = in castella villasque quae circa sunt 
I submit that this has a distinct bearing on a common Latin base in 
Mark of proximas, and a common Greek base in Luke of κυκλω, when 
we see in Luke the variations circa, adjacentes, adjacentia, proxima, in 


+ Cf. also xi. 82 ηδεισαν (pro ecyov) DW Sod 2° and οἰδασι 604 = sciebant of vt” 
against habebant of all vulgates. The proof of retranslation is here afforded by 604. 
1 All have in proximas. a = in proximas villas et municipia 
bc f fq = in proximas villas et castella 
d ὁ l = in proximas villas et (+ in ἡ) vicos 
γῳ = in proximas villas et vicinos 


- in vicos Ε 
(hiantekq) δδ-ς εἴο τοῦ κύκλω ATPOYC } sic 
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circum, quae circa sunt, and quae in circuitu sunt, against the steady 
prozimas in Mark. 
For the rest I must refer to the following lists. 


And first as to Retranslation in W. 


The following is a list of some of the apparent retranslations in W. 
It is startling enough, but there is much more to be observed. 


Mark : 


il 


il. 


ill. 


Vil. 


ΧΙ. 


ΧΙ]. 


ΧΙ]. 


XIV. 


27. 
44, 

4, 
12. 
23. 
11: 


90, 
84. 

4, 
20. 
92. 


a 


5. 
13. 
dl. 
10. 


εθαυμαζον (pro εθαμβηθησαν) 

καθαρσιου (pro καθαρισμου) 

προσελθειν (pro προσεγγισαι) 

θαυμαζειν avtous (pro εξιστασθαι παντας) 
εσπαρμενων (pro σποριμων) 


ἰδον (pro εθεωρει) [| Negl. Sod. W. Male Sod. de D ειδον, habet 
eGewpour | 

exely avTov (pro exer) 

κυκλω αὐτου (pro KUKNG TOUS περι aUTOY) 

Ta opvea (pro Ta πετεινα) 

πίπτοντες (}70 σπαρεντες) 

αυξει (pro αναβαινει) 

συντριβοντα (pro συνθλιβοντα) 

ουκετι (pro Exel ουδεμιαν) 

εἕεπεμπον (pro εξεβαλλον) 

λούπον (pro ολιγον) 

αθετων (pro κακολογων) 


. διανοίαν (pro καρδιαν) 

. εἰς τὴν δεκαπολιν (pro δεκαπολεως) 
. προσλαβομεῖος (pro απολαβομενος) 
. at (pro rap) 

. ἐνπτυσας (pro πτυσας) 

. περιβλεπομενοι (pre περιβλεψαμενοι) 
. TL ovy (pro ote prin) 

. ερωτησαι (pro erepwtnaat) (αἴ) 

. Kowov (pro atroxowor) 

. αλισ γηθησεται (pro αλισθησεται) 
. απὸ του λογου (pro επί TW λογω) 

. αἰτησωμεθα (pro αὐτησωμεν) 

. αὔριον (pro επαυριονὴ 

. avn (pro αφη) | Negl. Sod} 

. at (pro εἕ pr.) (αἰ 

. εξωρυξεν (pro και ὠὡρυξεν) 

. εδιραν -Ἐ και ἀπεκτιναν (346) 


26. aveyywxate (pro aveyvwre) 


. αφεθὴ ovde διαλυθησεται (pro καταλυθη) 
. ἀναστήσονται (pro ἐπαναστησονται) (348 Sod'°**) 
. κόπον (pro KoTrous) 
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Mark 
; xiv. 27. σκορπίισθησεται (pro διασκορπισθησεται) | Negl. Sod] 


30. apynon (pro απαρνηση) 
32. εξερχονται (pro epyovTat) 
53. συνπορευονται (pro συνερχονταῖ avTw) (Sod}83") 
61. ευλογημενου (pro evroyntov) and so V 28 οἷ 
70. περιεστηκοτες (pro παρεστωτες) (cf. a) 
Xvi. 1. εἰσέλθουσαι (pro εἐλθουσαι) 
5. θεωρουσιν (pro evdov) 

In ch. i-v., where the e and ὦ ὁ e sympathy is paramount, the 
retranslation is very thick. Afterwards it shades off but does not 
disappear. What is there is not only retranslation from Latin, but from 
the other Versions. Of these 45 cases only 5 find any support. 

Observe also in 111. 1 a genitive-absolute καὶ εἰσέλθοντος αὐτου for καὶ 
εἰσηλθεν, which cannot come from the parallels, and must be from ὦ ὁ e 
“et cum introisset.’’ The others have ‘et introivit.” Cf ix. 28, where 
for ‘‘et cum introisset”’ of all Latins the Greeks only vary between 
εἰσέλθοντος avuTouv and εἰσέελθοντα αὐυτον. 

Consider also γίνεται and eyererto: 

At iv. 87 D writes eyevero with which Tisch groups all the Latins, while 
γίνεται (so W) is the reading of the other Greeks. But 
observe the reverse at : 

11.15. yeverac only NBLW 33 2Ρὲ 604 892* W-H ὦ Sod tat, and 

eyevero D and all the rest. [Om. Sod’. | 

It seems clear that factus est or facta est or factum est is 
rendered either γίνεται or eyeveto. And the way in which the 
Mss occasionally go apart looks like a Latin base out of which 
the variations sprung. 

When I published Evan 604 it became apparent that there was a 
reason for the Latinisms in that Ms, when we took into consideration the 
sympathetic bond between D 2”° and 604. It became clear to me how 
ancient was this Latin base. Lest some should still think that the 
Latinisms and evidences of retranslation in 1 13 28 2? and 604 are late, 
Τ have exhibited first a typical list in the great Ms W. 

Now there is much Jess of this in 28 and not more as we come down 
the line, as far as actual age (not actual text) is concerned. But to show 
how the matter is interlocked I will exhibit these examples. 


We find in 28 at: 
1.19. κατασκευαζοντας (pro καταρτιζοντας), but this is visible in 124 
[non fam] although not in W. 
ΧΙ. 34. cvvaitws (= συνετως) pro vouveyws apparently unique by 28. 
xiv. 1. κρατησωσιν καὶ (pro κρατησαντες) = latt syrr (et Sod minn’). 


As to 28 and 604: 
111. 14. Here 28 and 604 conspire alone to give us περὶ avtov (pro pet 
avuTov) 


vi..é 


Vi. 


V1. Ὁ 


xiii. 


XV. 


1x, 


XVi. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


As to 604 alone: 


. λίαν (pro δικτυα) 

. ἐλάλουν (pro ελεγον) 

. λίμνης (pro θαλασσης)ὺ (Cf. Merx de λιμν. οἰ-θαλ.) 

. ετηρησὰν (pro expatnaav) |Cf. D vil. 4 τηρειν alone for κρατειν] 
. οἰδασι (pro ἡδεισαν DW ; sciebant Jatt) 


ΡῈ alone: 


. αὑτοῖς (pro μετ avtwv), where D 33 604 Paris” have προς avtous 


Om. Sod®™ #, Om. μετ avtov και λεγει 273. 
2P° and 604 : 


. wa paywow (pro φαγειν sec.) Cf.abq. Cf. syr sin. 
. eres (pro τιθεις) 

. ἀναστήσεται (pro eyepOncetar) [Sod adds °° | 

. kav (pro καὶ ec) Add Sod’ ®" and D (και ear) 


D268" 


. θηλαζομεναις (pro θηλαζουσαις) 


Dire: 


. ἐν μεσὴ τὴ θαλασσὴ (pro ev μ. τῆς θαλασσης) 
. ἐστιν ἡ καρδια (pro exete τὴν καρδιαν) Add Sod? 
. wa θανατωσουσιν (pro εἰς το θανατωσαι) et ἃ Sod? Laura“ 1% 


D 604: 


. eyylota (pro κυκλωὶ latt°™™ proximas 


D 2°° 604 : 


. καὶ €Xavvovtas (pro ev Tw ἔλαυνειν) [Sod adds °” ? | 
. πλατείαις (pro ayopats) 


W 604: 


. ηδυνηθησαν (pro wxvoav) Add Sod’? 


W 28: 


. κηδευσαι (pro Kat npav) 

. ἐγείρεται (pro avaotnaetat) Add Sod'**" 

. διέλεχθητε (pro διελογιζεσθεὴ Add fam 1 and Sod'**" 

. επισυνστρεψουσιν sic et W et 28 ( pro επισυναξει vel emtovvaéovot) 


| Male Sod de ἊΝ] 


. διηκονουσαν (pro Kat dunxovouv) W ; διακονουσαι 28 | Recte Sod. 


Male Scholz dvaxovneat | 
ὟΝ 28 2° 604 : 


. ὦ ονομα (pro ovopatt) [| Negl. Sod 604] 


D(W): 


. ὡς (pro oa) Cf. W 
. ἐν TM ονοματι (pro eve τω ov.) Add 69 Sod*> in nomine Jatt 
2. εβληθη (pro BeBrnTatr) 


DWE 2Po 


. φοβεισθαι (pro εκθαμβεισθεὲὴ Add 115 


THE LATIN VERSION OF ST. MARK’S GOSPEL. 139 


and such a thing as in δὲ: 
NW Sod? 1 13 28 2° 604: 

xii. 41. -Ἐτον (ante yarxov) [Add Sod**’. Negl. Sod & ut Tisch om. 

eg | 
or in C: 
v1. 19. εζητε, (pro ηθελεν) C latt 
on in A* 

xiii. 8. ἀντί εθνον (pro em εθνο)ὺ  A*; so.contra gentem ὃ ὁ d δ᾽ 
vg"4, adversus gentem q. [Sod neglects A*: A*'?** has ἐπ 
eOvos supra but as an afterthought. | 

or Origen: 
xii. 24. γινώσκοντες (pro edotes) D Orig alone (cf. latt vet”) 
not to speak of N, which has a good many personal retranslations, but 
they are involved frequently with parallels.t 

At any rate the matters in question are all easily reducible to a very 
early age. . 

As to a thing like xii. 18 ἀαναστασις οὐκ ἐστιν fam 1 13 28 [non DW 
rell| for avactacw μὴ εἰναι this is probable retranslation, but has no 
reference to other features. 

We will now allow to follow a list of some of the evidence for a 
double or treble Greek recension in St. Mark as opposed to what comes 
very near a single line among the Latins. 

If ever Bishop Westcott’s dictum t{ holds true it is as regards the 
authorities for St. Mark’s Gospel. It is useless to seek the truth in any 
one document here, and although D ὦ have an ancient base, ὃ is found 
to share it and go beyond them in brevity, while W in connection with 
b e k and the other Latins is absolutely essential to a true understanding 
of the mixture (old as it all is) wipe pervades the text. NB alone 
here are more than useless. 


t It does not seem necessary to tabulate the many unique retranslations of D* from 
Latin, as they are so well known, although I know of no complete list. 

1 ‘“‘No authority has an unvarying value. No authority is ever homogeneous.” 
Compare also Blass (‘ Philology of the Gospels,’ pp. 58 and 70): “In reality the blame is 
to be cast upon the textual tradition and not upon the author, and we may learn from 
this quite evident case that those written copies (not to speak of editions) which we are 
accustomed to rely upon by no means deserve implicit trust. Which copies, then, do 
deserve it? No single copy at all, but if anything the tradition taken as a whole, with 
entire liberty to select in each individual case that branch of the tradition for our guide 
which shall seem to us to be in this case most trustworthy, even if it is a heretical 
witness like Marcion.” 

“ Of course, the fact that πρώτη in one of these passages, and Λιβερτίνων in the other, 
is almost universally attested, is not to be understood as being the result of one great 
deliberate action, viz., of a revision of the text made at a definite time by definite men, 
and then imposed upon the whole Christian Church. If such a revision had taken place 
in the ancient Church, like those revisions which have been made for instance at different 
times in the English Church, we should certainly hear of that fact from some of the 
numerous ecclesiastical writers whose works have come down to us.”’ 


CHAPTER. Y. 
Two OR MORE GREEK RECENSIONS IN ST. MARK. 


ἐς We have now shown reasons for believing that the whole body of Western Latin 
readings go back into a single bilingual copy, the remote ancestor of the Codex Bezae ; 
and we have also seen that the Greek of the Beza owes the greater part of its textual 
and grammatical peculiarities to the reflex action of its own Latin.’’—Rendel Harris, 
‘ Codex Bezae,’ p. 171. 


ἐς There are cases where a book or paper, whose actual results cannot be accepted, is 
far more valuable and suggestive than many statements of certain and indisputable facts 
are. Hicks’ paper is one of these cases; its value in method is quite distinct from its 
value in results.”—Ramsay, ‘St. Paul at Ephesus’ in ‘The Church in the Roman 
Empire,’ p. 118. 


The very imperfect suggestions offered in my ‘Genesis of the 
Versions,’ vol. I. p. 28 seq., are much more fully illustrated here. Any 
examples which seem beside the mark are amply compensated for by 


others which show a definite Latin background. 
Mark 


ti. 6. δερρην D* pellema (Cf. Ρ. 127 seq) | vestem depilis x (sy7) 
τρίχας = rell gr et ἃ 
fl. 7. και ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς D da (r) 
Kat exnpvocev Neywv _—rell 
16. tov αδέλφον αὐτου DGT et W3 28 33 372 al. it?! vg syr aeth 
᾿ i yy) τοῦ σιμωνος K*PHKSUVEL ¢ ΣΦ ak 
mult goth slav 
4) TOU σιμωνος ΑἸ Δ min” 
ἣν ,» σιμωνος NBLM z“ al. 1 a7 ὃ copt arm 
24. ovdapev NLA®* 892 boh (hiat sah) arm aeth Orig”® Orig™ 
Hust Bas Cyr™* Chrt™* Iren™ (Text? t) Hil’ Aug al. Sod 
oda BD rell et ΝΥ ΣΦ minn omn rell vid, latt omn et ὃ 
[contra A®"] syr pers goth W-H™ 
31. extewas τὴν χείρα Kpatnoas ἡγειρεν αὐτὴν D bdr ᾳ (-- αυτην) 
(f tavtnv) 
NYELPEV AUTHVY κρατησας τῆς KELPOS Rell et al. lat (tenens e) 
εκτινας THY χείρα καὶ ἐπίλαβομενος ἐγειρεν avTnV W 


1. 15. γίνεται NBLW 33 2Ρ6 604 8925 
Εγενετο D rell (Om. Sod®**) factum est latt 
23. dvatropever Oar BCD 
Topeved Bat W fam 13 Sod'*** | Cf latt 
παραπορευεσθαι ἀξ plur 
20. μετ avtov DW= Sod ὃνὲ 604 al! 


συν avTw NB rell et ® 


{ But such circumscribed divisions I do not add to further. 
1 But Tert™*" “scio”’ doubtless ex Luc iv. 34 and Tert"™* probably refers to Luke iv. 41. 


Mark 


ill. 3. τῶ τὴν Enpav χειρα εἐχοντι 


ol. 


ebid. 


sed 
10. 


ibid, 
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NC*A Sod” ὃ Tisch edY™ tat 

τω THY χειρα ἐχοντί Enpav ΒΒ.) 206 892 a boh sah 

aeth (syr —eyovtt) Treg W-H tat 

Tw Enpav exovTe THY χειρὰ 33 

To εξηραμμενην EXOVTL τὴν χείρα Unc al. et ΣΦ txt rec. et 
Tisch vii. 

TW εχοντι THY χειρα εξηραμενὴν D cf lat 

τω eyovTe τὴν χείρα Enpav 

τω THY χείρα ExoVTL εξηραμμενην 28 124 

τω την εξηραμμενὴν YELpa EXOVTL Sod txt ABSQUE ULLA 


AUCTORITATE. 
εἰς DHP 191. 209 238 y* z°* 
al® Paris” 
ἐπι Σ al.? [non apud Sod] 
προς NB plur et ὙΥΦῚ al. mult } Lat: ad 
ἐς { sic 118 
προς 
παρα fam 18 28 ϑοα"" 
. ἀκούοντες NBA et W fam 1 fam 18 
892 2°¢ copt W-H Sod" audientes latt?! 
ακουσαντες D* rell pl a syr arm 
σταντες SS (cf lat stantes) 
OTNKOVTES BC*A 28 
ETNKOTES C’°GL fam 1 124 604 892 Sod?*8 
εστωτες DW rell gr minn et 2°° 
καλουντες NBCL et W 1138 28 892 W-H Sod 


dovouvtes [) rell (λαλουντες 2?*) vocantes latt 


ζἕητουντες Α 


Om. Δδα 
: DACLA et W : 
ἀυξανομενὸν 938 899 ee crescentem cad αν ὃ 
αυξανοντα II unc? εἰ ΣΦ vg et Increscentem ὦ 
28 minn tat rec. am aT) 
cum incremento ὦ (om 2°) 
avEavopeva NB soli et W-H R-V (De ἄλλα init ??) 


ot μαθηται αὐτου DW Sod fam 18 28 2°° it omn (non f) syr™ 
οὐ περι avToU συν τοις δωδεκα NB rell omn syr pesh vg copt aeth 
Tis ἡ παραβολὴ αὐτὴ DW Sod fam 13 28 2° it omn et f 
Tas παραβολας _ NBCLA 892 et W-H tat (syr sin) 

την TapaBornv A unc’ et ΣΦ et Sod txt 

De parabola illa vel de parabolis illis syr boh (eee) et sah 


των παραβολων 


. αφεθησομαι D* d ἢ, ὑᾳ 7 vg% aeth (αφησω 10) 


αφεθη NBLA unc’ et W2® Sod” Orig 1/2 
αφεθησεταί AKIT min alig Orig 1/2 (sah boh syr) 
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Mark 


iv. 15. 


21. 


dl. 


32. 


T 22. 


26. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


apepet D 

ερει Ὗ 28 

αρπαζει NCA (Matt.) 
αιρει B plur 


(ἐνὶ vg aufert vel tollit, auferet c d ἰ q) 
epxetat Pluretsyr peshlqvg Om. Sod” 


adfertur b aeth accendit 
απτεταᾶ D (vis duplex) : luc. et afferet 
xaserar  W sah boh it pl { © @ccenditur) 
οποταν Ὗ 
ο OTL av D 
οταν NS 
os oTav B plur 
ὡς οταν CfA 
αυξει W ber (67: Ὁ ἢ) 
αναβαιι ει NB rell pl 
Om D di, habent καὶ ywerar tantum 
. φιμωθητι W bce ff, 
σιωπα Kat φιμωθητι D* aeth sah boh ὑγλῖτν 
σιωπα πεφίιμωσο NB rel, d et latt rell syr (hiat sin) 
σιωπα φιμωσο L [Om. claus. A ὃ] 
. μνημασιν NABCLAII wnc® Sod°** Cf νυ 46 et 
μνημειοις DH al. et W Xvi. 2. 
. προσεδραμεν W dbcevgq,r (occurrit) 
εδραμεν NB rell et 1) 5: 
. ἀπαγγείλον ΒΟΔΣ Paris®’ Sod”. 44 e¢ txt 
διαγγειίλον DW fam 1 18 28 604 
αναγγείλον A rell et Φ minn pl et 2P* 
προσέπεσεν )*", execev Sod'*** | prociditabef frl qr svg 
προσπίπτι W fam 18 (procidens d) 
πίπτει NB rell et Sod°° et cadens e 
ara μαλλον εἰς TO χειρον ἔλθουσα Plur et W (vide post) 


ie » ἐπὶ TO χεῖρον ἐλθουσα Sod? 2P° 604 
» Ἐπὶ TO χειρον (-- ελθουσαὰ)ὺ 105 


d and f “gl! have sed magis deterius habebat, but ὃ ὁ jf. only sed 
peius habebat, e sed deterius haberet, ῳ 7 sed deterius habebat, a? sed 
peius deterius habebat, 6 sed magis in deterius venit. 

D alone seems to elide the verb. Possibly the expression ἐπὶ was 
supposed to be sufficient without it (cf. syr?* mut sy7""), but 2° 604 
retain εἐλθουσα. Coptic retains the verb. 

I give this at length because there has evidently been trouble about 
the double eX@ovea in ver 27 fin and ver 28. In the following verse 28 a 
γ ween of order obtains as to the position of ελθουσα. Indeed W 


; This marks the extreme limit of e’s Bis οὐ οὰ on W heretofore in Mark. 
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(alone) makes the one serve for both: εἐλθουσα καὶ axovoaca περι Tov εὖ εν 
TW oXAw οπίσθεν ἡψατο αὐτου eliding the second ελθουσα, as D does the 


first. 


But as there is a slight space in W after ἐλθουσα we must treat the 


omission as in ver 28. We then get this result: 


W και axovoaca περι Tov W εν TW OYAW ἡψατο αὐτου 


D ΡῈ axovoaca περ! Tov w ἔἐλθουσα οπισθεν και NYaTO TOU ιμ. αὑτοῦ εν 


τω οχλω 
d audito de ihu venit de retro et tetigit vest. ejus inter turbam 
a » 99 99 gy retro et tetigit vest. ejusjn turbam (evs Tov 


οχλον fam 13 28 ΝΣ) 
a cum audisset de Jesu venit a retro et tetigit tunic. illus inter 
turbam 
q audito de ifiu venit retro et tigit vest. ejus inter turba 
b Sen Ge re ,, [ἢ turba et tetigit vest. ejus 


NB plur axoveaca (-Ἐτα NBCA Evst 33) περι tov w ἔλθουσα ev τω oyrw 


οπισθεν nyato . . . fam 1 Sod'"8!% 6 om ev Tw οχλω. 


Mark v. 36. tov λογον (+ τον B) λαλουμενον Plur 


vi. 


TOUTOV τον λογον D latt®' 
Latin = audito hoc verbo etc, but b simply audito. It looks 
as if the differences arose simply from translation from Latin. 
Ατηρ] θα in retranslation by copt and vg as: “‘ Jesus autem 
verbo quod dicebatur audito.” 


ibid. παρακουσας NBLA* W ὁ 892*? W-H Sod tat | Male Sod de 2°* | 


ακουσας AD rell omn Sod®*® et 2¥° (e sil. Cronin) et verss 


37. παρακολουθησαι D* W fam 1 28 124 τὰν bears on the wording 


2re 604 of Markin xvi. 17 
συνακολουθησαι NB rell et Sod°® | παρακολ. 
ακολουθησαι AKII* minn αἰΐῳ ; εἰσελθεῖν Sod*®, e introire. 


2. δοθεισα touT® NBCLA 892 W-H tzt 


δοθεισα avTw D rell et W et Sod tat 

The Latins have ili for the most part (ei α 6) and re- 
translation is a more probable influence here for this change 
than anything else. 


5. exe ποίησαι ουδεμιαν δυναμν = NBCLA fam 1 [non 118] 278 


892 W-H (ex. ποι. ουδεμιν sic Sod”) 
εκεί ουδεμιαν ποίησαι δυναμν =D ad Orig’® Hier 
exe ουδεμίαν δυναμιν ποίησαι A plur fam™ et Sod txt [Male de 


fam | 
sed οὐκετι ποίησαι δυναμιν W (exe) 
9. See Latin and five varying Greek forms. 
19. quaerebat ᾿ abcdigqr (hiant ek) et εζητει C* 
volebat ST ff2 1 8 vg et Gr omn rell et WA ηθελεν 
20. axovoas Une et plur 
ακουων 28 157 Paris”? min αἰδὸ audiens b fir 


axovoas is much more correct here, therefore how came axovev 


into 28 al. except via Latin ? 


140. 


50. 


51. 


δῦ. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


24. του βαπτιζοντος NBLA* 2° [non 28] + Sod? 5] et Sod 


tov βαπτιστοῦ DW rell omn minn et latt copt 


. του βαπτιζοντος L 604 892 only! 


του βαπτιστοῦ NBA 2?° yell! 


. ἐγγιστα D 604 et it vg proximas (praeter ὃ om. Habet 


VICOS supra κυκλω !) 
κυκλω NBW reli. 

[Observe in this verse να before ayopacwow D* alone 
apparently with Paris’; ὦ has et not wt] 
κατα εκατον καὶ Kata TevT. NBD 21 boh (literatim) W-H Sod. 
ava! f° ae mara, oe A rell une minn et sah (literatim) 
P (—ava prim) katavaN W (—avasec33clr Orig) —ava bisa. 

The Latin per. ..per serves for this, and there could not be a 
more certain place for bohairic influence than this. Boh uses 
KATA... - KATA literatim, while sah has na..-NA OF NAN 
..- san. W also uses ava (once) and not κατα. 
ἔλαλ. wet avtwy Plur, but edad. προς avtovs Dt 33 604, 
and autos 2°, “Ad eos” ad f ffi q 7, Ad illos ὁ, but ὃ = 
“ΠΕ 

I refuse absolutely to connect this with a ‘“ provincialism ”’ 
as Gregory and Souter imply by their criticism of other 
examples adduced previously. This is simply a double 
recension, and ὦ seems to hold the original ‘‘illis” (as 2°° 
avTows) Whence μετ αὑτῶν in translation. 

In the verse following λίαν is omitted by DW." Sod’? “* 1 28 
273°" 604. Here W comes to join us (rather exceptionally 
hereabouts) and with b ‘‘abundantius”’ (against the latin plus 
magis) witnesses to a base without wav. The Latin plus 
magis, or magis plus of c can equally well be a translation of 
the Greek ex περίσσου or ex περίσσως (περίσσως D) without 
λίαν. I see two recensions here. [Confuse Sod fam I’. | 
yopay NBLA Sod? *®™ 49 33 892 Paris” copt W-H Sod tat. 
(Again the same group which we have charged with other 
matters hereabouts, so that the issue is very square as to who 
holds and who does not hold the original base) against 
περίχωρον DW une rell et ΣΦ et 28 2° 604 minn. 

The Latin of dis merely regionem it is true, as of 7d”, but 
b-q (together proving their base) say confinem regionis, so that 
either this reproduces περίχωρον, or if regionem be basic the 
double Greek recension is accounted for. 


+ Tisch quotes 2P¢ for κατα as does Horner following him, but Cronin does not 


report this nor von Soden and Belsheim prints ava uncorrected by Cronin. As Paris” deserts 
both δ and B here (it generally sides with one or the other) κατα seems pretty clearly a 
preference of NBD, for Origen opposes with ava. 


1 Tisch writes αὐτοῖς here in error as to Ὁ. Add Paris” for προς avrovs. 


es - γιυνγυ τὐἰπϑνδι ονξπιιισιαι 


a ΝΖ. 


Mark 


ibid fin. 


vi. 56. 


Mit. 9. 


ebid. 


ibid. 
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Here are any amount of variations, all bearing on retranslation 

and consideration, the actual basic reading being very doubtful. 

Kat οσοι (—av) NDA 1 33 Paris®’ Sod“ 1115 contra B rell ca 
οσοι av (vel ear). 


πυκνὰ NW ὃ (subinde) f 5. 1 vg goth copt 
syr aeth 
πυγμὴ BD(rv«un) rell et ΣΦ minn 
(πυγμω Sod'*) et ὁ flat q 7 Orig 
(primo d, momento a. OmA6 sah syr sin. Hiant e k) 
Subinde of b if basic, as is possible, may have caused the 
trouble. At any rate retranslation is quite possible here. W 
seems to show that e k probably opposed BD here, but what 
they read must remain uncertain. [See my edition of the 
‘Morgan Gospels,’ p. lviii. | 


crebro pugillo aw 


. pavticwvtat NB 40 53 71 86 179 237 240 244 259 Huthym 


Barticwvtat DA pl et W2® minn al. et Paris” Orig. 

As to ραντιζω cf Hebr ix. 13 19 21 x. 22, but especially 
(not in Concordances) Apoc xix. 13 pepavticpevoy P, ερραντισ- 
μενον Hipp, περιρεραντισμενον N° and περιρεραμμενον N* (for 
BeBaupevov) showing that NB probably made a deliberate 
change above at Mark vii. 4. In the Apoc the Latins agree 
as to “‘sprinkling.’”’ [Cf. Merx, p. 70 ad loc. Mc. vii. 4. | 
τηρεῖν D d et it" vg servare, 
kpatew B rell et WX® minn omn vid sed b tenere 

There must be a reason for these things, and that reason 
has already been suggested. Unfortunately here a (which I 
have shown elsewhere was probably retranslating from the 
Greek of D) does not express it ‘‘ quae acceperunt tradita.”’ 
Whether we are to regard b’s “" tenere”’ here as basic I do not 
know. ὁ has servare and 6 k are wanting. Above, tenentes of 
d latt = κρατουντες of all Greeks and D, so that tenere of ὁ 
may well be basic, τηρεῖν simply D’s translation, and servare 
retranslation from D. (Cf. ix. 10 ernpnoav pro εκρατησαν 
604 alone.) 


. Tats xepow DW 28 2? soli vid | must indicate a translation 
χερσιν Fell. change in all probability 
. ἀκουσατε BDHL Sod” 21 2? 892 W-H & Sod tat ; 
axovete ὃ rell et W minn et Paris” πο 
|. TOV OLKOV NA (D) al. pauc sah boh syr | most likely from re- 
OLKOV B plur et W translation 
J. εἰσερχεται DES 
evovropeverat fell et W (ἃ introiit wt latt rell) 
εξερχεται De 


extropevetat ΒΒ plus (ropeverar A, ἐκπορευονται Sod*” [ = Paris®’| 
in ed. N.T. contra ed. Schmidtke) 
L 
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Mark 
exBarretar NID minn re 


χώρει W (cf. ὁ et boh) 
vil. 24. ηλθεν M 28 278 2° 604 Hust? Orig 
εξηλθεν LA (εισηλθεν 245) 


αἀπηλθεν Plur et DW (abit Latt) 

33. προσλαβομενος W 
απολαβομενος NBD plur minn plur et 2°° Paris®*’ 892* 
ἐπίλαβομενος ΕΣ Γ΄ 118-181-209 157 213 604 892** al” et Hust’ ™ 
λαβομενος A63** Sed 
adprehendens a / ὃ vg, sed suscipiens ὦ d 7 r, accipiens ὁ ἢ, 

adcipiens ff, adsumens f 
In these cases where the Latins vary so much,j there has 
been already Greek reaction on them. We must assume 
suscipiens of b dir or accipiens of ὁ ff, q to be the more basic. 
Probably ὁ (= ek? which are wanting) = W™. 

35. ηνούγηγσαν BA1-—209[non 118] 892 W-H Sod txt, ηνυγησαν SD 
ηνοιίχθησαν Li Sods | Sod®*° 
διηνούγησαν 124 2° 604 dunvuynoav W 
διηνοίχθησαν AN rell et ΣΦ minn pl et 28 Paris” 

(The latin remains unchanged: apertae sunt, and none 
apparently adapertae sunt.) 

36 init. Here also praecepit of latt is uniform and the Greeks (including 
W) agree on διεστείλατο Only A and Paris’ vary with . 
ενετείλατο [Δ repeats at viii. 15 but not Paris®’]. 

ibid. λεγωσιν NBLW*Aet W Sod°? 28 33 892 2?° Paris*” W-H Sod 
ewow 10 rell et ΣΦ minn pl 

ibid. Although D ὦ ὃ ὁ ff, ὃ omit οσον δὲ avtous διεστέλλετο, it 15 
noteworthy that W (which retains with the other Greeks 
and a f 5. l q vg) writes oom... = quanto of f 5. (quando) 
vg so that even here W& sympathises with Latin. 

ibid. περισσοτερως NDW° 61 604 Sod'4# 6 3% 
περισσοτερον B rell et W 

37. υπερεκπερίσσως DU fam 1 435 604 


UTEPTEPLTTW a υπερπερισσου ἃ οι" eo amplius latt 
TAVTES 
υπερπερίσσως δὲ Β et SP. minn pl vid 
vill. 5. npwra NBLA 892 Paris” W-H 
ἡρωτησεν W 
ETNPWTNTEV M Sod!" 
eT NpwOTa D rell et ΣΦ Sod™ 


interrogavit ἐέ omn (praeter a interrogabat) 
6. παραγγέλλει NBD*"L 892 lvgPPlery W-H Sod. vel παρηγγείλε 
rell et latt”' praecepit (παραγγείλας Sod°® 2?*). 


t See the other Lists where they do not vary among themselves. 
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rag ἐπεταξε Origen (=latt praecepit, vi. 27 39) 
vil. 7. παρεθηκεν N* tantwm et Tisch 
ἐκέλευσεν παρατείθεναι D (jussit latt sah aeth 9) 
evTrev παρατιθεναι BIGAS* 179: 372 892 Sod? 84 W-H 


Sod. (evurev wapateOnva A οἷ 1 (B)) cf latt apponi 
εὐπεν TapaBewac GM*NUVXII> et W 20 al. of syr copt 
εὐπεὲν παραθηναι EFHKSW'T 28 al. mult 
εἰπεν παραθετε C 33 (Β 8155} 

Cf verss. Male Tisch de d “ dixit pro jussit.” Habet d: “et gratias 
agens dixit (οὐ D®™ καὶ ευχαριστησας pro Kat evdoynoas) et ipsos jussit 
adponi.”’ 

Cf compositionem et contextum in docum. diversis. 

vill. 12. ἕητει σημειον NBCDLA Sod” fam 1 28 33 2Ρὲ 604 892 
Paris*’ W-H Sod. 
quaerit signum a bed (quaeret) ff, il 6 vg" copt aeth syr 
σημεῖον επιζητει ΑΝ rell et ΥΣΦ Orig 
signum quaerit Fone 4 7 vg"4 goth arm 

N.B.—Here, with differing order, the simple quaerit is constant 
among Latins. This kind of thing is quite different from what occurs 
in the next verse villi. 13 where N= substitute xatadirwv for ages. 
This is simply ez Matthew. 

viii. 15. opate βλεπετε NB most and ὟΣ (®:opate καὶ βλεπετε) 
but D Sod 9°? fam 1 2 2°* omit opate, and A 604 omit βλεπετε. 
The Latins (all except.c fg. 1 gat awr vg) and syr sin only use one 
expression, but this varies: a k vg™ syr sin using cavete 
while: ὦ ὦ ff, ὃ q r use videte 
Tcavete 
videte 

In view of all that has passed before it is probable that either cavete 
or videte is basic. Cavete may have grown out of videte, and opate 
βλεπετε out of cavete. 

viii. 17. πεπ. exeTe τὴν καρδιανυμὼν Ρίιιγν et W 75. L vg (habetis) 


Over opate in A stands 


ἔχοντες 28 
TET. ἐστιν ἡ καρδια υμων D* aq syr 
TET. ὑμων εστιν ἡ καρδια Sod° gre 
TET. εἰσι AL καρδιαι VLOV bed ffat (hiat k) 


[Male Sod. de W ; non accurate de latt. et d]. 
Sah: your heart (is) hard. Boh: Is your heart hardened. 
23. This whole verse shows signs of peculiar handling. D starts off 
with λαβόμενος τὴν χείρα for εἐπιλαβομενος τῆς χείρος, as to 
which, curiously enough, all other Greeks are agreed among 
themselves for adpraehendi manum of d (adpraehensa” manu 
of ac k 8, adprehendit manum of ὃ iq 1, adprehendens manuwm 


1 ““παρατεθηναι is the reading commended by the tsage of the language.” 
Buttmann, Blass. 


Ti 
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Mark 


viii. 25 


bid. 


abid. 


26. 
27. 
28. 


obid. 


29. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


of f ff2 σι l vg). For tov τυφλου W 1 28 2°° 604 substitute 
αὐτου against Latin, ἃ 131 229 238 Sod'* 5011 conflate αὐτου 
του τυφλου, as diatess. 

For εξἕηνεγκεν NSBCL(A) 33 Paris’ Sod 550 31. ἀὰο e¢ txt, the 
rest and W have εξηγαγεν. The Latins vary between duzit 
(Ὁ ὁ 5 2% r gat), eduxit (ἃ f 1 ὃ vg), produxit (a k), ercit (q). 
Then W alone has evrrvouas for πτυσας (exspuens Jatt) and adds 
καὶ before emvfevs with G 118 28 273 Sod™ and a b c d against 
D*. Paris*’ omits es before oupata. For avtw afew have αὐτου 
but W er avtw. For interrogabat of d and Latins, ἐπηρωτα 
most, but npwra W 251* Sod'**, ἐπηρωτησεν ΝΣ, D* has 
erepwra. For indirect question ev τι βλεπει of δὲ and most Greeks, 
all Latins, and syr goth arm, BCD*A Sod° 372 2Ρὲ Paris” 
copt aeth substitute direct oration ev Te Brees, and W has 
ev Pree eliding τι, while k alone puts aliqwit after videret. 
(βλεπειν 13 [non fam] perhaps a good way out of the difficulty.) 

Surely this mast mean retranslation. 
it. eta παλιν Greeks, but καὶ παλιν D and et iterwm by ὃ 
d fixikqyr (ὁ “et rursus”’) syr sin. 

Cf further remarks as to this under caption ‘‘Itala as a 
unit.” 
και διεβλεψεν NBC*LWA* fam 1 28 Sod’? 
καὶ eveBreWev ( boh (cf sah aeth aliter) et vidit k (syr sin ?) 
καὶ ἤρξατο ἀαναβλεψιαῖι D bed ge ffril rsd vg pers 
και ἐποίησεν avtov avaBrewar ANX unc et ΣΦ al. af q. 

Om syr pesh. 

Kat ἐποίησεν avTov avaBrewat καὶ διεβλεψεν fam 13 [non 124] 
wate avaBrepar... D it vg 


καὶ εβλεψεν N Θοα9591448 548 QP? sah δι καὶ εβλεπεν 244 syr 

και ενεβλεπεν BL 28 13-69 273 νὰ ΠΕ Sod; ae 
aveBrerrev Δ 346 

Kal ἄνεβλεπεν sic W*, καὶ ἀνεβλεψεν EM 124 157 al. 

Kav ενεβλεψεν A unc'* al. pl. (Om. Paris*’). 

Compare the different recensions here in Tisch. 

εἰς καισαριαν Dabdfriqr 

εἰς Tas κωμας Katcapias NB rell et ΣΦ. cf kl d vg 

εὐπαν NBCLA Paris” (892) k ὃ copt syr aeth [non Sod™ | 


atrexpiOyoav Dunc et WE® minn it omn (practer k δ) vg goth 
(arm ut Luc ot δὲ atroxp. εὐπαν) 


oTL εἰς των προφ. NBCL 892 Paris” copt (syr) W-H Sod tat 


[εἰς των προφ. ΡῈ test. Muralt Tisch, non Belsh Cronin | 
eva των Tpod. A unclt et W® Sod”? minn et k ὃ 
ὡς eva των προφ. D Sod’ 1,45 ¢¢ vg (praeter k) 


emnpwta αὐτοὺς NBCDLA 53 892 2° Sod'*# et Sod™ a ff. ἢ 
(ὦ ὃ copt 
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Mark 
Reyer αὑτοῖς A unc rell et ΣΦ Sod bilrvg ( k) 
goth arm aeth syr (eXeyev Sod’?®°) 
vill. 90. εὐπωσιν CDG Sod*” 
λεγωσιν NB rell et W (Aeyovow) ΣΦ minn 
33. πετρω NBDL 21 hi soli et W-H Sod txt (cf copt lat) 
τω TETPO A une rell et W2® minn et Paris” 


94. εἰ τις NBC*DLA et W fam 1 fam 13 28 115 183 2?° 604 
692 Paris?’ Juaura® Sad? 0) Lames Hust ol AS 
it vg arm Orig Orig™ Synops (Ath) W-H Sod. 

οστις Α unc rell” et ΣΦ Sod minn rell™ copt syr 


ibid. ακολουθειν CO*DX unc® et W® 1 28 al it vg 
goth aeth (adhaerere aeth™') sah et Sod taut 
edOew NABC?KLTATIS5 al. c kl gat boh syr 


arm Orig** Synops et W-H 
ἔλθει" καὶ axorovd = AS} 
ix. 2. avayee DW® 200, d ff, ig k**? 1 et ὃ (super A® avadeper) = 
ducit. Rellabcfgn vg duxit, k* insefuit. 
αναφερει NB rell omn gr et WEP Sod 
3. TEs Ddet bi (ανθρωποι syr pesh pers) 
γναφευς NB rell gr et ΝΥ ΣΦ minn (et 2” rell) copt aeth latt rell 
Om. claus. X an syr sin 


| Hoc loco incipit V | 


6. amroxpi0n BC*LA®'Y 1 28 33 2° [ Male Sod de c et 551] 604 
892 Paris*’ Sod'** "™8 k boh W-H Sod tat (απεκριθη ὃξ Orig’) 
λαλησὴη C°U*® al. pauc | ac ff2 n ¢ loqueretur, b fil r 
λαλήσει D rell pl et Σ v2 vg Tert aeth diceret 
λαλει W. ἐλαλει Sod”. Cf syr sah 

ibid. expoBor yap eyevovTo NBCDLAYWV Sod*® 33 892 2”° Paris” 
Sod“*, cf latt pl sah W-H Sod tat. 
σαν yap εκφοβοι AN rell et ΣΦ cf fl g vg boh 
(The point is not the order as much as noav and eyevovto. Cf. 
the Latin expressions. exo. yap noav ἃ δοα 51 δ 51) 
. eyevero fovn NBCLAY 892 Paris” boh syr pesh et ὃ W-H 
λθεν hovn D rell et latt omn (non 8) goth sah syr sin Sod** 
[Om ηλθεν vel eyerero W 1. 7 Sod? k (Ὁ ex Matt 9] 
+8. εξαπια NB plur et ΝΥ ΣΦ minn pl 
evdews DW" Sod 28 66 69 2°¢ Sod! 1448 (statim a d giz 
ilnr vg) (ὁ ff2 repente, f confestim, k subito, g continuo) 
Om ὦ cum diatess ; ef Luc ix. 36 


-α 


+ Note Marsh’s Michaelis vol. i. pt. 1. p. 144 as to the “᾿ Alexandrian idiom in the 
N.T.” where he says: e£amwa which is used in the Gospel of 5. Mark and in the Septua- 
gint (Ley. Numb. Josh. Isai. Psa. 2 Chron.) and of which Thomas Magister says that it 
is absolutely no Greek word and perfectly spurious, has been found by Kypke in 
Jamblichus (Protrept xx. 125). Not mentioned in Liddell and Scott. 
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ibid. αλλα ACLXTATI unc? et W® Sod? minn! arm Sod 
ει μὴ NBDN et W*SV3 33 61 892 Evst 48 49 et Paris” 
Sod** W-H tat (nca sah, eRHA doh) 
αλλ ἡ 27 Sod**! 158 Tauraé 10: (teste Soden non Lake). 
Latt omn nisi goth alja of syr ww An 


This is one of the most peculiar places on record. All the Latins 
use nist. In Matt xvi. 8 the Greeks use e μη. (In Luke it is different : 
Kat ev To yever Oat THY φωνὴν evpeOn ἴησους povos.) 

If εὐ μὴ in Greek be original and not drawn from Matthew, or 
translated from the Latin nist, why should all the other Greeks use αλλα 
here, which corresponds curiously enough almost literatim to the gothic 
ala (German als) and to the syriac for nisi. In St. Matthew where 
the Greek is εἰ μη the Latins have again naturally nisi. But according 
to all rules of criticism, as ec μὴ is the Matthaean Greek expression, adda 
in St. Mark (being different) should be looked upon with favour (since 
it could not be drawn from there) especially as W supports the other 
seventeen uncials which use it and thus Soden acts here instinctively. 
Very few minuscules support the εἰ μη of NBDNW?SY¥ in Mark. 

Sah uses eraanti in Matt (against πολ. in Mark) but doh uses the 
same ΕΘ ΗΔ in Matt asin Mark; the syriacs use the same word in Matt 
and Mark (in Matthew goth is wanting). 

Of course Hort forcest es μὴ into his text on the strength of 
NBNW?‘+D (to which add since his day >WV Paris’) without a thought 
of anything except that such a combination must be paramount. But it 
is nothing of the sort. The syriac did not influence an adda in Matthew, 
so why should it have any influence on ACL etc in Mark? That can be 
ruled out. We are left to face either a translation by two Greek groups 
of an original Latin nis?, or an original αλλα in St. Mark’s Greek. We 
must look into this matter more carefully. Because the Greek of D 
happens to coincide with that of NB here it need not worry us. On the 
contrary, D would most probably thus translate the nisi of d. Why does 
C desert the NB combination here? Why does L desert it? Why does 
W desert it? Why does Sod desert it? And why ®? Here L is 
the most important witness of all against εἰ μη. 

Nowhere else in St. Mark is adda translated nist in Latin. But 
there would certainly be an excuse here in ix. 8 for nisi to be rendered 
back into Greek by adda. The proper place then for this small matter 
is here under the caption of ‘‘ Two or more Greek Recensions,”’ and once 
for all it shows very clearly how the authorities are divided. That 
W joins NB is perfectly natural. We have to explain the defection of 
CL from the group and their adherence with W® Sod” to the other 
preponderating side. 

As to an argument for retranslation from Latin, a glance at the other 


+ No other expression will adequately express the matter. 
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subjects for discussion submitted just above in verses 6, 7, 8 seems very 
pertinent. 

Further as to accommodation to Matthew, note that BD [WV Sod sed 
male'™”| 33 1 have ex tov opovs in the next verse (as Matt.) for απὸ του 
᾿ς opous of the rest. 

Compare, for another case of adda and si (or quodsi as a has it) 
Mark x1. 32. Observe here at ix. 8 that both εξαπινα[ευθεως and adra/ex 
μὴ occur in this one verse. 

Mark ix. 8. περιβλεπομενοι W*™ et lati 
περιβλεψαμενοι Rell 

I only mention this tg show that W prefers the present tense as 
Egypt elsewhere favours the historic present and imperfect. And because 
W here resumes its Latin sympathies, as in verse 11 W writes tc ουν (for 
ott prim) apparently alone of Greeks. (τι ote Sod’*** (cf. 2”° claus. seq.) ). 
Mark 

ix. 14 (pr. loco) προς avtovs D it!" (et k aput eos, g cum illis) (sy7) 

περι AUTOUS fell gr, et soli f lg vg inter latt circa eos 
ibid. (sec loco) προς avtous NBCGILWA® (NG eavtous) Sod°® 
fam 1 28 889 115 124 604 892 5 Om. Sod” 


προς avToV W Sod*® (avrov Sod'®**) 
αυτοις D rell et ΣΦ minn” — latt cum eis 
et ὃ [contra A*| syr copt (avtovs 179 Paris®’ Sod'**) 

16. προς eavtous NAGMT et W 88 157 al. e¢ 892 Paris” 

προς avTous BCLNX reli et ΣΦΨ 

προς αλληλους Sod’? min pauc et 2¥° 

παρ €avTOLS 179 

μετ αυτων ΘΟ ΟΣ 

euuw Dit vg (8 inter vel ad vos supra A* προς avtous) 

(Om k) 


These three examples so close are instructive. I have left out 
another in verse 13. 
18. οὐκ ηδυνηθησαν ὟΝ 115 604 
ουκ ἰσχυσαν Rell et SPV 
This ηδυνηθησαν must come from retranslation, because W | negl. Sod], 
with only D Sod°” a b ἃ γ 2”°, adds in St. Mark’s truly pleonastic manner 
exBarew αὐτο with sah arm (aeth + curare eum). 
| Observe 604 at iv. 41 ἐλαλοὺυν pro ἔλεγον, v. 1 λιμνης pro θαλασσης, 
y. 24 erropeveto pro ἀπηλθε, ix. 10 ετηρησαν pro εκρατησαν;]. 
Besides, in W it is followed immediately by the Latin introduction 
of the next verse (19) καὶ for ὁ δε. 
Mark 
ix. 20. εταραξεν 1D 
εσπαραξεν ΑἸΙΝΧΤῚῊ wnc® e¢ W2®, V (sed Ψ εὐϑυοουύνεο- 
MAPA=EN) minn 
συνεσπαραξἕεν NBCLA 33 372 892 Paris” (Jatt conturbavit et d) 
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Mark 


ix. 21, 


ibid. 


28. 


ibid. 


ibid. 
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εὡς B*! (ews ov Sod*?) 
ws NFAC*D* XII une? et ® al. pl (goth “ ei”) W-H 
cE ov C*LA et 8°WW3? Sod 28 33 892 20 
reat aliq 
ae ae 61 mg Sod*"" et txt of lattcont ae 
ap ov ΝΣ fam 13 [non 69] 40 Sod'*48 302 
εκ TaLoos D Sod” (ex πεδος) 2°° Chr 
ex παίδοθεν IN et W254 fam 1 Ἵ ( Ὶ 
εκ παιδιοθεν NBCGLA et ΦΨ 33 | * ae ἄνα! προ ν 
899. οἷν al! rell etd 
παιδοθεν E 9 2 238 es 
παιδιοθεν ATI wne® al. pl 
παιδιωθν X 
a pueritia sua syr aeth copt 


. τῆς χείρος αὐτου NBDLAY Sod fam 1 fam 18 [non 124] 


28 53 115 892 209 y** latt copt W-H Sod txt 


TNS χειρος W 
AUTOV τῆς YELPOS Rell et ΣΦ min” et 604 Paris” 
aUTOV τῆς YELPOS αὐτου C* syr 


εἰσέλθοντος avtov NBCDLA et WW Sod? 
fam 1 fam 13 28 604 892 Laura 19: 
(ελθοντος αὐτου 2”° non al. Errat Sod) 


εἰσέλθοντα avTov Rell et ᾧΦ minn” et Se 
Paris” (—avtov 273) 
(ελθοντα avtov ΝΕ al. pauc eti* male Sod de*™  & 350 — js) 
δίατι ADKII et Φ αἱδον syr pesh latt (cur ὃ, quare 
d rell) 


οτι vate U 181 238 αὐ ὲ copt syr sin (cf Huthym) 
TL OTL alig pauc 


oTt NBCLNXTA wane’ et WEV Sod” gr longe pl 
(cfix, 10 

. wepav DGAC? et W Sod”? min® et Paris” it vg syr goth arm 
TOU περαν > 
Kal περᾶν NBC*LY 892 sah boh et W-H txt 
δια Tou περαν AN unc" et ® aeth 


καὶ δια Tou Tepav = Laura’! Tta Sod‘ [καὶ] [dca του] repay. 
The rest of the verse varies a great deal also. See Tisch and 
observe W συνπορευεται οχλος προς αὑτὸν Kat ws ιωθει παλιν 
εδιδασκεν αὐυτους. 


. ετείλατο D 28 [non W non Sod” vid] (mandavit 1) 


ἐνετείλατο = NB ell et W2®V minn* (praecepit rell latt) 
Kal εαν αὑτὴ aTON. τον avdpa αὑτῆς  NB(C)L(A) 892 (Paris*") 
boh aeth (sah) 
Kal εαν γυνὴ ator. Tov ανδρα avtns AN unc” et ΣΦ (a) (ὦ f 
(1) Lug syr goth 


Et cum introis- ~ 
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Mark 
Kat eav γυνὴ εξελθη απο Tov avdpos καί =D fam 13 28 2”° 604 


: ; (a) ὁ (c) d ffs G2 (Δ) ᾳ 
(Aliter W411 syr sin; aliter V; of. Sod’) 
x. 16. προσκαλεσαμενος Ded fag rsyr sim (6 22)T 
EVAYKAX LE ALEVOS NB rell et WE®V minn rell latt sah boh 


goth (aeth syr pesh a) 
(αγκαλεσαμενος 238) 


As Buchanan throws out our star witness ὦ, possibly 
προσκαλεσαμενος crept in from Luke, but it is uncertain. 
ibid. κατευλογει NBCA 179 892 Sod? 3016 1416 e¢ tat, κατηυλογει 
LY y** P** Paris” Sod"), xatnroye N (Cronin) 
εὐλογεῖ ADEHK*MSUVXII et ὟΝ ηυλογει ΤΣ Φ 28 αἱ. 
ευλογησεν ἘῸΚ’ al. 
(See under “ Improvement” in the Mark section) 
20. epuraéa AD 28 892 Clem Orig 
ἐποίησα fam 1. 205 Sod'**" syr sin (cf Hv. sec. Hebr. in 
Matt. apud Orig'™) 
εφυλαξαμην NB rell omn vid et W2PV Sod 


22. πολλα χρηματα D 
multas pecunias d 
magnam pecuniam a 
χρήματα πολλα 116 
χρήματα πολλα καὶ aypous Clem 
multas pecunias et agros b 
multae divitias et agros k 
multas possetsionis et pecunias ff2 
KTNMATA πολλα NB rell et WS®WV Sod” 
multas possessiones c sah (boh) 
divitias multas ‘nd 
possessiones multas Jody 
1 35. αἰτησωμεν B unc pl et ΣΦΨ 
αὐτήησομεν ΝΑ 124 [saltu N* ex hom om verba ab 


ινω να 35/37] 
ἐερωτησωμεν D Sod (test. Beerm. & G.) 1 [non fam] 2” 
αὐτησωμεθα Ὗ Latt omn petierimus 
36. Te θέλετε ποίησαι με υμιν ANXTIL wnc® et ΣΦ minn et 
Laura“! et Soden tat 


1 Here Buchanan hopelessly contradicts Bianchint, for the latter (as Tisch) has 
convitans for b, but Buchanan has amplexus without stating whether convitans is an 
emendation in ὁ or an invention of the previous editor. Amplexus throws ὃ to the other 
side of the testimony. The others on the side of D use convocans. On the other side 
lvg = complexans, ἢ; complexus, vg& complectens and 7, complectans (a Et in sinu suo 
ben. illos as syr). An original convecTANs might have caused trouble. 

In Mark ix. 36 evayxadicapevos has already been used (the only other occasion in N.T.) 
where D has ἀνακλισαμενος and d conplexus as ὦ ὁ f ff. k lq and the rest there. 

t Consider also +oe¢ NB al., --ινα by D* ὁ (Ὁ) k 7, and the varieties o αν D, οτι av C, 
o eay B rell. 
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TL θέλετε με ποίησαι ὑμιν TE? 4892 ΠΡ σιν, οὐ WW oe 
Sod}337 1354 
99 ποίησαι ὑυμιν W*A 273 282 848 αἱδ, quid vultis 
faciam vobis q 
» 99 ME TOLNTw ,, BN’ et V Tisch™ W-H™ 
1 95 Worngw ,, . C Sod fam 1 18 [non 124] 2°° 
al. pauc. et W-H tat 
or »» ποιησομαι,, ace 
» 95 Wa TONT®,, 106 251: Sods at eat quid 
vultis ut faciam vobis ὁ f ff ἰ 6 vg 
Tounow vuew (-- τι θελετε) D, d praestabo vobis (quid praes- 
tabo vobis r Ὁ) 
quid faciam vobis (—@ereTe) a ὃ ὁ Om. vers. k 


beyas γενεσθαι ev υμιν NBC*LAWV min pauc W-H Sod tat 
5 (major fieri in vobis) f ff, q (major esse in vobis) 

ryeveo Oar μεγας ev ὑμιν AXTII unc? et ΣΦ (ewar Sod'**) 
(copt goth) 


μεγας εν υμιν εἰναι 17) d (major inter vos esse) 

peyas ev υμιν γενεσθαι ~—- Sod**" vid 

ev ὑμῖν μεγας γενέσθαι ἋΥ 2°* Sod®**> (in vobis major esse α ὁ) 
in vobis primus esse r (cf. Sod®”® vv. 43/44 invert.) 

in vobis esse major Ὁ 

εν υμιν εἰναι μεγας Sod°” ver, 44 | syr arm (aeth) 

in vobis etse magnus k 


in vobis voluerit major esse ὁ 

(Thus W 2? Sod°*°*8 alone give Latin order of abr) (Cf 
vers 44) 

προσαιτων A plur et ΣΦ 

ET ALT@V D Sod®*® 2° Orig (ef Luc) 

mpocaitns BLAYV 892k boh arm (καὶ προσαιτης 8) Om. C* 


latt syr goth aeth sah 


Paris’ 
εἰπεν φωνησατε AUTOV NBCLAW3 γυύγυ 892 et 
Paris” k 6 et boh W-H Sod tat 
εὐπεν avtov φωνηθηναι D plur et W® minn d syr Orig" 
εἰπεν auto φωνηθηναι 179 273 604 αἱ 
εἰπεν φωνηθηναι avTov Σ αἱ ΟΣ πο gous 
ἐκέλευσεν φωνηθηται avtor Πυξέ 48 a arm aeth 
ἐκέλευσεν αὑτοῖς φωνηθηναι avtov sah 
ἐκέλευσεν αὑτον φωνηθηναι the f fe giztl q (mut 7) 
Kat φωνουσιν Tov Tuprov λέγοντες αὐτῷ Plur et W (--αὐτω 
cf. ck) LWW f 18 vg et syr pesh sah boh aeth 
et clamaverunt dicentes k (—avtw ut W* et c infra) 
οἱ δὲ λεγουσιν τω TUPA® D4 
οἱ δε εἰπὼν (ευπον Ὁ) τω TUPA® 2° adq (δ ffa breviter 


qui dicunt caeco) 
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o δε εφωνησε Tov τυφλον καὶ λεγουσιν avTw syr sim 
 (Hesitabant librarii 28 et Paris*’) 
et abierunt vocare illum dicentes 6 

. avaotas ACM™XII unc® et WP minn”! syr pesh arm 


aeth (intt vers) sah 3/5 
avarnonoas NBDLM™A et Ψ Sod 892 2”° Paris’ LauraA!4 
Evst 34 48 2°" boh goth syr sin (init vers) Orig (αναπηδησας 
et eodem loco mox ανεπηδησε καὶ ἀνεστη) 
εκπηδησας cat?” (εξαλλομενος Veles) 
Omn ex latt’™ exiliens ??? (exurgens 72 [sed exiuit ἢ, exilit q, 
(Om I’ Sod'*4°) cucurrit sah 2/5] 


. Tt θέλεις (eva) ποίησω cor ADXI™ unc ΣΦ αὖ εα ἢ fr 


boh (sah) goth aeth syr 
τί σοι θέλεις ποιησω NBCKLAII*¥ Sod°? min*" et 8927 6 vg" 
quid vis tibi faciam g,hlk qm vgg™ 
— σοι Orig (σε pro σοι 348) 


. κεκαθικεν ADXIII unc? et 2® al. pl, Sod™ et: 


εἐπικεκαθεικεν ἮΝ (ef sah O,RALOOC 2,Ixwg) 

εκαθισεν NBCLAYW Sod” 4. 7. 205 604 892 Ῥαγ1551 Sod**! 
Evst 36 W-H™* Orig'* (ambobus locis) 

(sedit latt omn, sed cf copt de insedit ut W*") 

καὶ ἀπῆλθον καὶ NBLAWV 892 (ὁ 6) boh syr sin Orig 1/2 


W-H Sod 
Kat atreNfovtes D Sod®? 2°° 604 lat?! (-- καὶ a) sy Orig 1/2 
απηλθον δε Kat A plur et W2® minn" et Ῥδυ δὴ 
απηλθον δε (-- καὶ  Sod*! sah ' 
αἀπηλθον ουν Kat fam 1. 18 28 αἱ. 


(the same applies to πωλον and toy πωλον, θυραν and τὴν 
θυραν here) 


. €LTreV NBCLA οὐ WY fam 1 28 115 124 892 Sod" k 
sah boh arm aeth Orig W-H Sod tat 
εἰρηκεν Paris” 
εἰρήκει, AEE 
dixerat bc ff2 tq ὃ (super εὐπεν A®) syr sin 


ενετείλατο A plur ΣΦ Sod? goth (praeceperat d a fl vg) syr?™ 
(Paris®* evpnxev and D εἰρήκει are very suggestive) 


. Kat depovow BULA" et Ψ et N° 892 Laura’! Orig W-H Sod tat 


Kat ayovoww N*C et W Sod fam 1 18 28 Sod?" 

Kal nyayov D rellet ΣΦ cdflg6 vg copt syr goth aeth 
minn et Paris* 

ducere (—«az) a b ff, ὺ [Silet Sod de his| 


Τ In xi. 1/12 a comparison with Origen shows that what he was copying out at one 
time absolutely disagrees with what he says about Mark’s text at another. So that two 
recensions of this existed distinctly in his day, which he omitted to observe. I have not 
reproduced here all the points involved. 
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ibid. ἐπιβαλλουσν NBCDLA™" et WY Sod° fam 1 2° (Cronin) 
(604) 892 Paris” b ἃ γ΄, il vg, γα (ponunt) Orig W-H Sod 
ἐπεβαλον Arellet=P(a)cf g.k ᾳ boh™ (sah) syr aeth goth 
xi. 11. Vide sub ‘SB divide” in Part IT. 
13. evdew εαν τι εστιν Ὁ videre si quid esset ὃ ὁ ὦ ffir συ ὐ κ. 
+ ὡς ευρησων τι Sod 2°° 604 Orig” #7 ραβδὶ inventurus 
aliquid a q (quasi 8114. inventurus /) 
εἰ apa τι evpnoee NABCKLNUAII* ct WE®W al. 1 ὃ vg 
W-H Sod 
εἰ apa evpnoes τί HGHMSVXIII? al. pl sah boh (syr) goth 
videre si fuisset quem inveniret fructus aeth conflant 
videre si quid forte inveniret aur gat vg?! 
ibid. μηδεν evpwv 195: Bre (a 4) Orig (ord lat) 
ουδεν ευρεν NB rell et W2®PWV Sod”? minn 
ovdev ovy ευρεν L (cf syr sin) 
ευρεν ovdEV copt 
ibid. 0 yap Katpos ove nv cvxoy NBC*™" Τ, Δ et Ψ 892 (copt) syr 
W-H Sod 
ou yap nv (0) Katpos (των) συκωῶ A rell et W2D minn latt 
arm aeth goth Orig 
(Om vid Paris*®’) 
15. npxovto C 
venerunt acf 322 syr pesh goth boh 
intraverunt ἃ (sah 3/6) 
εἰσέλθων τ cf syr sin 
ερχεται 604 bir (sah 3/6) 
ερχονται NB plur et W2®V Sod” minn g kl q vg 


Om claus 28 
(Postea και, ote nv 1) d pro και εἰσελθωνῚ 


21 fin. εξηρανθη DULNA et ΣΨ Sod” 1 33 2°° 604 Paris” al Orig 


bid. 


+ Soden quotes ws evpnowy without τι, but this must be a mistake. 


eEnpatat X 157 al” δὲ Soa" ™ 
eEnpavtTat NB rell et W® minn” 


. ἀρθηναι.. «βληθηναι W fam 1 28 124 [non fam] Sod'** latt 


apOnte. . .βληθητι Rell Gr. 
Tischendorf here suppresses the Latin witness, rather 
spoiling the inference. 
λαλει NBLNA et TV Sod"? e¢ tat. 33 892 2°° Paris” Hust 48 ak 
λεγει A rell et W® ᾳ (θέλει οἷ) 
εὐπη 238 al. pauc (f l vg) 
To μέλλον... Dbced ffot 
This is a good place to consider once more the retranslation 
from Greek of a (loquitur) & (locutus fuerit) as against the 
other independent method of the Latins. t 


} Consider shortly afterwards at xii. 14 capitulariwm of k and επικαιφαλαιον of D™ 
Sod™ 2re Laura4 ™ (but ὦ tributum). 
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xi, 24. ἐλαβετε NBCLA®* et WY 892 W-H et Sod txt 
λαμβάνετε A unc! et ΣΦ al. fere omn et Paris” 
Laura’! syr goth arm > ef Orig. 
λημψεσθε ΤῸ Sod? fam 1 2°° 604 latt aeth Cypr 
Variant sah boh codd inter se 


31. προσελογιζοντο Sa 
διελογιζοντο BCD*GKLMAII et WY Sod’ al. et 892 
LauraA 194. W-H™* (dveroysfov D*) 
edoyfovTo AEFHNSUVKXI et ΣΦ al. et Paris®* Sod™ 
(Latt omn cogitabant praeter c cogitare coeperunt) f 
32. αλλα NABCLA"S 33 al. k* vg™ (αλλ XIII unc? οὐ ® 
(VY) al. pl) goth ‘ ak.” 
quodsi a 
εαν D 604 al® d go ἢ ὃ 120) “si” 
teav δε 2° Sod'** ¢ f “δὲ autem ” 
αλλ εαν W Sod? min*"* tat rec k? 1 ‘sed 51 (boh) (sah) 
και εαν Sod**! 7 r syr aeth 
51 vero b 
(Cf Marc ix. 8) 
ibid. φοβουμεν D 


φοβουμεθα D?NW> fam 13 28 106 253 2559 604 οἷ οἷς 
Sod®? εἰ alia ΣΡ et 6 contra A* vg 1/2 sah 4/6 boh arm aeth 
εφοβουντο NB rell et Φ minn”' h k (metuebant) J vg 1/2 
goBov...(spatium) WV 
(timor est a populo timor syr) 
cbid. tov Naov D plur et WV minn fere omn et sah (aa T7A£0C) 
syr (Om. Sod**"), 
τον οχλον NBCN et ΣΦ 88 106 et Paris®’ δον α Sod™ et boh 
SRTUAKRHY = (τον οχλον in Matt xxi. 26, ο λαὸς «πὰς 


Luc xx. 6) 
plebem det biqr populum ac f fhe go k ld 
ibid. ηδεισαν D, W Sod” (ηδισαν), 2° a bed f ffatk q (mut r) 
sciebant 


οἰδασι 004 
εχοσαν 28 (φῇ ειδοσαν D in ix. 9) 

+ It is interesting to notice that while the Latins are constant here and the Greeks 
vary in threefold fashion, yet that immediately following, for the πρὸς eavrovs (constant 
among Greeks except in 33 and Paris” Sod"* = ev eavrots, W προς avrovs, 115 προς αλληλους) 
the Latins vary considerably, thus: inter semetipsos d, inter se a q vg®®, intra se f, secum 
4. lrvg, aput se k, ad invicem ff,, secum ad invicem 7, adversum se 6; and omit ὁ with 
syr sin. Such small variations may well be “ provincial” and not all from varying 
translations of the Greek, while cogitabant with all may be a foundation, for the Latins 
could well use other words. Cf Mark ix. 33 and other places. 

1 Neglexit Tisch 2°° cum ὁ f ff. 

|| The student may look for this on p. 79 of Mr. Sanders’ notes, but his limitations 
(see p. 74) unfortunately excluded it. 
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eyouow => cf Matt xxi. 26 (eyovtes Sod'**) 
εὐχον NB rell et Φ minn™ et Editt. 

(nv copt, non habent boh sah exw) cf Luc xx. 6 ἐστιν. 

The fact that W goes with D, and that 28 gives the form 
εἰχοσαν (a favourite form with D, see evdocav ix. 9) may show 
some ambiguity in ancient Greek copies, but the Latins here 
give no uncertain sound and 604 confirms sciebant by using 
οἰδασι. The matter, if a Greek one, seems to hinge on an 
original εὐδοσαν, but this may not precede the Latins, but 
follow them, and have been changed subsequently. This 
place deserves earnest study, for the parallels are slightly 
different. = is the only Greek to accommodate to Matthew 
and none accommodate to Luke (excepting coptic which 
cannot help it). : 

In Matt. xxi. 26 = παντες yap ws προφητὴν eyovow Tov Ιωαννην 

In Luke xx. 6 = πεπείσμενος yap ἐστιν lwavynv προφητὴν εἰναι 

In St. Matthew the Latins a cf fh 5. h ᾳ vg have evyov. 

In St. Luke D* has πεπείσμενοι and a = “‘sciunt,” but d = scit, and 
the rest certi sunt, while ff, = certuwm est. There is a very intricate inter- 
relation in the passages. 

But while an original εἰδοσαν in Mark xi. 32 might have grown out 
of a Latin sciebant, sciebant could hardly grow out of edocay or we should 
have had traces of videbant among the Latins.{ See remarks on 
Clement’s text as to possible age of the basic Latin underlying the Greek 
and occasional unusual retranslation in W as at Mark xi. 25 avy pro αφὴ 
for dimittat. 

Mark 
xii. 1. αμπέλωνα ανθρ.. εφυτευσν NBCA et ΦΨ 33 262 Laura’! 


W-H Sod 
a ,», ἐποίησεν Τ, 892 


αμπέλωνα εφυτευσεν ανθρωπος DA unc’ minn et latt goth 
ανθρωπος Tis εφυτευσεν autrer. W Sod? fam 13 2”° Sod'**" ¢ 
syr pesh aeth Orig 


ἀνθρωπος (—TUs) ,, - ΝΕ 433 Paris” syr sin sah 

nv ἀνθρωπος εφυτευσεν αμπ. boh 

(plantavitacdfiqr pastenavit ὦ ff, 1 novellavit ἢ) 
2. λαβὴ B plur et W2®WV (λαβοι δὲ Sod’ *") σα l vg sah 

acciperet syr pesh boh 

δωσουσιν 1) ἐξ" 

πεμψουσιν syr sin 

afferrent aethi™ 


+ Compare xii. 15 eds all Greeks but ND, while N ἰδων, D εἰδων, and ὁ d ff, videns, 
bigqr cum vidisset. Compare xii. 24 γινώσκοντες for εἰδοτες by D and Origen only. 
Of also xii. 28. 
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ous μεν . . ous δε NBLA e¢ V Sod 1 88 2°° 604 892 al? 
et Paris®’ W-H Sod txt 

ous μεν. . TOUS δε Φ (τους pev.. ous de Sod'**"") 

Tous μεν. . τους δε ΑΟΝΟΟΓΗ͂ unc? et Σ 

τους 6€ . . Tous δε ‘W 


ous μεν. . ἄλλους de 1)ὺ Jatt 
ἔλθοντες λεγουσιν αὐτω NB plur et ΣΦΨ g.1 δυρ boh W-H txt 
(sah goth aeth) 
venientes interrogabant illum a (syr pesh) 
venientes interrogabant eum subdole ὁ (4) } 
ἔλθοντες npEavto ἐπερωταν αὑτον ev λογω Sod'**" vid 
ἔλθοντες npEavto ερωταν avtov εν δόλω ~=W 251 (syr sin -- ελθοντες) 
ἔλθοντες ηρξαντο ἐερωταν avTov εν dorw Aeyovtes G fam 1 13 28 
Sod οὐ tat t 
ἔλθοντες επηρωτησαν avTov ev δολω λέγοντες 604 
ἔλθοντες ἐπηρωτων avTov εν δολω λέγοντες Sod? 2P¢ Sod’™'? 
ὃ arm 
ἐπηρώτων avtov ot φαρίισαιοι (--ελθ., —ev Sor. rev.) Da 
(phar. eum) 
interrogabant eum farissaei dicentes 2 
venientes pharisaei interrogabant eum dicentes ¢(= etiam c***) 
δ᾿ ἐς 1 ,, subdole ff, 
εξεθαυμαζον ΒΨ W-H & Sod txt b (mirabantur + vehementer) 
admuirabantur ὁ ἢ"; 
εθαυμαζον DLA Sod’ 892 2”° Laura’ 194 Sod!34! 1445 mirabantur 
adilqr ὃ boh (Ὁ εθαυμαζοντο, D? εθαυμαζον) 
εθαυμασαν ΛΟΝΧΓΙΠ unc? et ΣΦ, ἃ (admirati sunt) sah 
(See under ‘‘ Improvement ”’) 
exn DW itt” syr sin, σχη Sod #91, ever 28, εχων 604. 
καταλίπὴ B plur et LBV (καταλείψη δὲ Sod**, catarewrer C 433) 
αποθνησκων SB rell et SMV minn”™ 
απεθανεν καὶ DW Sod” 1 28 604 (91 92 2°") οι" it ug syr copt 
και ἀπεθανε Kat αποθνησκων Laura“ 1° 
This looks lke a very square basic division. Compare the 
differences in the next two verses. 
μὴ γεινωσκοντες D* Orig 
μὴ εἰδοτες δὲ Β rell et WEPV minn™ 4 incl 28 (ἐδωτες) 2? 604 


I place this here because of Origen’s unique adhesion to D*. He 
could not have got it from the Greek of Matthew because εἰδοτες is there 
used. We may well enquire how it is that W is absent from this dual 
combination, and where are 28 2°* 604 and Sod°°? All absent. No 
minuscule support. As to the Latins, while a k ἰ 5. 6 vg use non scientes, 
bed κι, ὃ 7r have non intelligentes (nescientes 7, vg'®, ignorantes 4). 

D d only add odare at the end of the verse, differentiating between 
intellegentes scripturas and virtutem di scitis. 
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In this connection we must refer back to xi. 32, xii. 15 and forward 
to ΧΙ]. 28 and xiii. 11 and then we shall begin to understand something of 
the influence of more than the Greek language on the minds of the Church 
Fathers. Observe in the 26th verse Origen 2/3 writes θεὸς for ὁ Geos sec. 
with only DW Evst 18, and again Oeos Orig’ with BDW tert et quart. 


Mark 


xii. 26. 


28. 


πως NBCLUAYW 892 al” W-H Sod txt quomodo d et latt 
ως AD* unc! et WE® minn pl et Paris” Orig  sicut 4 
tov N*CD (ειδων ut 20) Let WE® Sod” min” Sod™ τὸ Hvst™ 
latt syr pesh aeth arm Sod™? 
evdas B rell et V minn™ et Paris*’ sah boh 
(Cf k syr sin) See above at xi. 32, xu. 15 24 


ibid, Towa ἐστιν ἐντολὴ πρωτὴ παντων NBCLUAY 33 108 127 131 


33. 


tbid, 


Paris®’ boh syr aeth W-H Sod 
aep alae re ,», πασων 892: Sods 
> 9): EVTOAN TPWTN (--παντων) D Sod 2° acd ΠΣ ἢ 
k q syr sin sah 3/7 (amplius sah rell) 
yy) ~S πρωτὴ παντῶν EVTOANH A plur et ΣΦ et 124 1 
vg (πασων M al.) (των evtorov Sod***) 
99 πρῶωτὴ EVTOAN (— παντων) W 1 fam 13 [non 124] 


28 b op 72 
ποια EOTW παντων πρωτὴ EVTONNH Dod tts ater 
TOLA TPWTN εστιν παντων ἐντολὴ 273 vid 
TOLA EVTOAN TPWTN εστιν Sod. (-Ἐπαντων Ὁ) 


ποιὰ ἐντολὴ ἐστι πρωτὴ (-- παντων) 604 ( παντων ? Sod™™ *) 
Obs πρωτὴ των ἐεντόλων (ver 28) Δοο 15 Cf also ver 29 


. αὐτὴ εστν ὃδ boh sah 6/8 vg 


αὐτὴ BLA οὐ Ψ 892 Paris®” sah 2/8 ὃ W-H et Sod tat 
auTns Aj LauraA' Sod” 7, (hujus) Cf Clem infra 
ομοίια αὐτο ΑΒὶ plur et ΣΦ Sod’ (αὕτη ee ae a ἢ 
5 2h similem huic ὁ 
vel αὐτῆ) yeas : 
opowe ταῦτ Dfam13 Sod?" Mcell™ μα 
simile huic q 
ομοιως auTn = W 
simile est huic ¢ ff 
Oma. Libere Clem: δευτεραν δε ταξει καὶ οὐδεν τι μικροτερον 
ταυτης εἰναι λέγει το - ἀαγαπησεις. .. 
συνέσεως, δυνάμεως, ἰσχυος, item intellectu, anima, virtute, 
viribus, fortitudine mixta sunt. 


περισσοτερον NBLA 33 892 Paris” W-H ( Sod ἐχέ 
περισσοτερα Ψ 
πλειον 10 rell, et W ϑοαβου(πλιον), SP minn, sed : 


κρεισσον Sod. Cf. meliora k et syr sin (aliter anceps pesh : 
eat) arab et diatess. [Latt rell maius praeter a: plus]. 
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ΟΣ Ἢ 37. εστιν υιος αὐτου Dacd 75 5. 7 grr, vg arm 
QUTOU εστιν ULOS BLT? 892 2°¢ Sod° 48 W-H d& Sod tat 
εστιν αὐτου VLOS Δ αὶ (et ejus filius sic) ὃ 
aUTOU ULOS εστιν 179 7° goth sah boh 
vios autov eotw ὃξ rell”' et WE®V minn" et Paris” b syr 
aeth 
vios ἐστιν αὐτοῦ ~— vg 
ibid. Torus NDW. Sod 28 115 213 372 BF 604 Sod?** 2% ¢ 228 

0 πολυς B rell omn vid et {PV Paris” 

38.T (1) 0 de διδασκων apa ελεγεν αὐτοῖς ὅτ q (Ad ille docens simul 


dicebat eis) 
o δὲ διδασκων ελεγεν αὐτοῖς (—apa) Sod? 2° 


et ille docens dicebat eis d 
1 ae ὁ δὶ ἣν ᾿ b (2) 7 
ipse autem docebat illos dicens 6 
ipse autem docebat eos dicens illis fo 
(2) και ev Tn διδαχὴ αὐτου edeyev NBLAW ὃ 892 boh 
ree ἢ Me es αὐτοῖς 33 Paris” syr pesh 
et in doctrina docebat 6 
: -- αὐτου 
et in docendo dicebat k 


(3) Kat ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς ev τὴ διδαχὴ αὐτοῦ A unc? et ΣΦ 1 q vg 
goth aeth 


και ἔλεγεν (— αυτοις) W fam 1 28 124 
ἔλεγεν δὲ αὐτοῖς ev TH διδαχὴ αὐτου sah 
And he was saying while teaching syr sin 

(Observe — αὑτοῖς NBLAWYW 1 28 124 ὁ k (et — αὐτου) 
boh 8) 


41. ectws W Sod” fam 1 fam 13 28 2”* Sod" arm 
syr sin Orig’’ Ὁ “Kata papKov”’ 
eee NB (et D καθεζομενος) rell et LBV syr 
pesh sah boh latt 
1.42. ἔλθουσα de D Sod" 2?° 604 it vg sah, boh™ Orig 
Kat ἔλθουσα NB rell et WIPWV syr arm aeth (Om. καὶ “ Sod 
| Ger inde 


hiat goth 


+ This is an excellent place for study of three recensions. Observe how a follows 
D* with simul ; how it is bok [not sah] that the small group NBLAY follows ; how 
sah is with goth and A unc; how W_ joins this with 28 less αὐτοῖς (the omission 
of which with ὁ k may be basic) ; and how Sod and 2r¢ go with ὃ. The shortest text 
is exhibited by ὁ αὶ both extant for a short time from here onwards. 

1 So as not to overburden this apparatus I have left out hitherto all such cases. 
I give this instance as it is strongly supported, because we must consider these places. 
Sir John Hawkins (op. cit. p. 150) says “‘ The two most constantly recurring causes of 
the agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark are two preferences of Mark, (i) for 
Aeyew instead of εἰπεῖν, and (ii) for καὶ instead of de.” But we must be careful to see 
what the real base of Mark has to say about this. 

M 
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ΧΙ. 1. ess ex τῶν DAEFXA Sod’ 1 13 28 2?¢ 604 892 Paris” al”® latt 


(sah) boh syr 
εἰς των NB rell et ΥΣΦΨ 


9. βλεπετε δε vers παραδωσουσιν yap vas εἰς συνεδρια X 
βλεπετε δε vets eavTous παραδωσουσιν υμας εἰς cuvedpia = BLY 
boh sah arm aeth 
(item - γαρ al. mult et ΣΦ Paris” ὁ ῳ ὃ syr pesh) 
Kat παραδωσουσιν vas εἰς συν. 1 [non fam] 28 124 [non fam] 
evTa (δε) υμας avTous παραδωσουσιν εἰς συν. D 2Ρ 604 α ὃ ffrinr 
ετί δευμας αὑὐτους παραδωσουσιν εἰς συν. Sod"? 
Kat δωσουσιν vas εἰς συνεδρια W = simpliciter Cf syr sin 
videte deinde vos ...“le2),.. ipsos tradent in concil. ἢ 
11. exewo ὙἯ fam 13 28 91-299 (= fam 1) 2° Sod'**" Orig (syr) 
3 (llut & illud vg™°%4) 
αὐτο D* (¢ ipsum) 
TOUTO NB rell et ΣΦΨ Sod” (copt) (hoc adinr; id ffr 
lq vg") (mut ὃ ὁ f) 
ibid. Cf. also μεριμνατε MIA 33 892 mult., προμεριμνατε plur, 
mpooperetate VA, προμεριμνησητε Sod?” 2° TauraA 1% 
14. eotnxora NBL 
εἐστηκος 10 et V Paris” 
ἵστηκν W fam 1 fam 13 28 Sod?" στηκοντα 892 
εστος AEFGHSVAII* al. et ΣΦ Sod’ Τιααχαλ 19: 
ETTOS KMUXIIP al. 
(Latt et d =stantem practer k stans, a n stare) 
16. οπίισω ND 11 Paris®’ Sod'*** d et latt nil nisi retro 
εἰς Ta οπιίσωω Β rell et WS ®W Sod” (ems ta οπ. M) 
18. wa pm γενηται χειμῶνος δξ τοῦ B et W [non ord lat] cf copt 
WA μὴ χειμωνος YEV@VTAL Dc (fr il vg Aug) 
tut non hieme veniant d 
LUG [LN χειμωνος TAUTA γίνεται L Sod’ (50 262) a (Ὁ) n* ἢ 
wa μὴ γενηται TavTa χείμωνος fam 13 [non 124-346] 28 299 
ΡῈ Sod'**" ygBGMX of Latt qui variant. Hi absque ἡ φυγὴ 
ὑμῶν cum syr sin it?! et ΑΔ πιο. 
Habent rell gr et ΔΣΦΨ wa μὴ γενηται ἡ φυγὴ ὑμων 
χείμωνος CUM Jo k ὃ gat sah boh syr goth aeth. 
19. ectau (ecovtat Sod"*’) yap ev ταῖς ἡμεραις εκειναῖς Τ' Sod")? 
(abdknq erunt enim (in) diebus illis) (syr sin) sah 1/2 boh** 
ἐσονται yap ar ἡμεραι exewar NB D* rell et ΥΣΦΨ minn et 
sah 1/2 rell verss 
ibid. θλυψις (θλύψεις pauc) ova ov γέγονεν τοιαυτὴ NB unc’ et ΣΦΙ) 


copt syr aeth goth 
OMS ova ov yeyovev ποτε TotavTn 004 


t jon 1 hoc ἀκῦν 1-118-209-91-299. Male Tisch de 28 earnxos. 
1 Male Tisch fiant pro veniant d. 
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Mark 
θλίψεις ova οὐκ eyevovto τοίαυταν [Ὁ 299 (Ὁ) τέ vg arm 


θλίψεις οιἰαιν ov yeyovacw ποτε τοιαυται oR 
θλιψεῖις ovat (ora Sod°’) ov yeyovay ουδεποτε τοιαυται | an 
Φ Sod*® 1132 
(—Tovavtn Ψ 270 892 Sod**! 122) 
[—xticews W 28 299 sah 1/4 arm; cf. Laura’! Sod, ον] 
xi. 21. we NBLYW 892 
wov Rell et W2® et Paris™ 
26. emi των νεφέλων D™ syr sin 
ev νεφελαις NB plur et SPW ὁ (+coeli), 1 δ vg copt 
ev vepehn ὟΝ Sod”? 1 13-69 [non 124] (νεφελαι 
346) 28 Sod'**" k 
cum nubibus ὦ ὦ d ff, iq vg? boh® (+ caeli) 
(Om. Χ e vg®) 
28. εκφύη FSUL al. ak (exdver 56 131 157 258) 
expun EGKM al. dilgq ff vg 
(EK®YH NBCD αἰ.) (c copt prodeunt) Om. 124. 
780. μεχρις orou Β 
μέχρις ov ACL unc et ΣΦ, et V (μεχρι ov) minn” et Paris” 


ecce latt 


ev vedeAnis 
2P° vid 


μεχρι ὃς (μεχρις ουν δοαὶ 558) 
αχρίς ov αν 

εως W Sod 259? are 

εως OU D Sod? 

ews av fam 1 fam 13 28 Sod*°? **} 


(Latt omn et d = donec, praeter k adusque ; om vid ffr) 
35, μεσονυκτιῦυ 1Τ)5 plur et ® Sod’ 
μεσονυκτιον = NCLAB?® et Ψ 892; μεσανυκτιον B* et W 
μεσονυκτιω Σ 238604 οἷ Sod" Orig (et Latt media nocte) 
xiv. 1. δολω WAX 1 18 28 348 al. tt et ἃ ὃ vg 
ev δόλω NB rell et BV Sod” 
(Om. D* ai et rz [me teste]; ev λογω U; insidiis 1) 
2. extat θορυβος NBCD"L et V Sod’ 2°° 604 892 (ὦ fiat tumultus) 
θορυβος ectat A plur et W2® a (tumultus sit) 
θορυβος γενηται M 28 al. pauc. et Paris® sah boh ἃ ὃ (tam. fieret) 
tumultus oriatur ¢ (ff) (4) (r), tum. operetur ὁ 
θορυβου ovtos Ae” 
3. αὐτου τῆς Keparns NBCLA et W 1 [non fam] 28 435 Sod'*" (k) 
αυτου τη Keparn Ψ 
αὐτου Kata τῆς κεφάλης A rell pl et ΣΦ Sod” minn pl et Paris” 
κατὰ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ ραιιοὶ 
emu τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ D Hust 20 det latt” (sah boh) 
7. μεθ υμων DW 91-299 it vg vobiscum 
μεθ εαυτων NB rell οἱ SPW et Sod” 28 2Ρὲ 604 Paris” 


+ This may be due to “ provincial”? handling, but the fact remains that donec is 


constant in all Latins but ἃ: adusque (hiat e). 
M 2 


164 


Mark 


abid. 


xay. 19. 


20. 


PA 


abid. 


ao, 


ΘΙ. 


40. 
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εὐποιειν D*A et V min aliq et δοα 
ευποιησαι Rell et Sod*® 
εἰς κατα εἰς NBLA οὐ Ψ 892 
εἰς και ELT εἰς Beza (κάτα) 
εἰς EKATTOS C 
εις καθ eva Orig 
εἰς παρ εἰς 244 
εἰς καθ᾽ εἰς DA rell unc et WE® minn 
(singuli d et vett pl, singillatim vg 5. ἰ) 
Obs c: nunquid ego aut alius hoc coeperunt singuli dicere 
Obs k: numquid ego alius numquit ego singulis 
εἰς των NBCL et WW338 60 78 127 c** 8° et 892 Sod? sah boh 
εἰς ex Tov D unc et2® minn?! et 28 Paris” latt’™ (‘ at lat- 
ini nec evs των aliter possunt reddere ” wt Tisch. dicebat) syr 
παραδιδοτε D ai (traditur) c d (tradetur) 7? 
παραδιδοτε υπαγει WwW 
υπαγει NB rell omn vid et verss (sed futurum 
habent sah boh) ἵ 


κατα TO ὠρισμενον Tropevetar Paris" 
Observe ἐστιν γεγραμμενον D (latt scriptum est) 
γεγραπται Rell 
I have not indicated the many other places where D’s 
Greek is evidently an independent rendering of the Latin, 
such as adnOas (alone) for ovtws etc etc. 
εἰ και NBCGL et WY fam 1 fam 18 892 
Paris*’ Laura“ 104 Sodimattucr | 
και εἰ A plur et ΣΦ minn pl etsi latt 
και εαν 1) 
καν Sod°*® 2°°604 Sod®*" (Cf boh xe Kan) 
EL eT (4?) sah (xe ewjxe) syr aeth 
EKTEPLOTWS NBCD et V 56 58 61 Paris” 
TEPLTTWS Li Sod™ = fam 13 2”* Sod?" 
μαλλον περισσως W. 
μαλλον εκ περισσου fam 1 
εκ περισιας Δ 
εκ περίσσου A unc’ et ΣΦ minn”! et 8925 
(amplius b ὁ (+multa dicens) d f ff, g. il r vg; tanto magis 
a vg*, magis vg®; abundantius q; ‘‘ plura loquebatur magis 
dicere’”’ k, cf. ¢ arm aeth) 
και παλιν ἔλθων evpev αὐτοὺς NBLY 892 (q) copt 
Kal ἔλθων evpev avTovs Dabcdfik 
καὶ uToaTpeas evpev avtous παλιν W plur f vg (-- παλιν Σ 90 
265 Evst 6) 


{ Latt vadit, syri™ abit. 


Mark 


ibid. 


xiv, 41, 


++ 


44, 


πε 


41. 


51. 


σι 
~] 
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The differences are as between reversus and rursus, as to 
the omission of παλιν, and ““ veniens invenit,”’ as to the Greek 
renderings (παλιν after καθευδ. NX, before evpev Sod?” 2°° al’). 
cataBeBapnuevor NS* Sod'*? 
καταβαρουμενοι DW 288 253 
xataBapuvonevoe BAKUNUAII* οὐ ΝΟΣ ΨῺ min® et fam 13 


Paris” 
καταβαπτιζομενοι Sod'?* 
βαρυνομενοι MY°ree 1-209 56 et 892 ϑοα᾽ "4145 
βεβαρημενοι CE unc® et ® Sod” al. mult (ut Matt) et 


28 157 2°° 604 Laura’ 19: 

d ὃ both have gravati (opposite xataBap.) as most other Old 
Latin, ὁ f ff, k q (r mut) γα w aur and 17 vulgates, so that the 
Greek variations may spring from this simple Latin. Degra- 
vati is read only in a and ὃ (if Buchanan be right here), while 
Amiatinus and seven vulgates with / gat have ingravati, clearly 
a variation of St. Jerome to all appearance. 


TO AoLTrOV NBGHKMNUV*T ATI et ΣΦ Sod” 
al. et Paris®*” } Latt jam 
λουπον ACDEFLSV’X et WY al. 
(Cf sah Tenors sah al. G€ TeMnore) 
δεδωκει NB plur et W2®V minn  dederat ὃ ἃ f ff l 
4 126 vg 


(εδεδωκει 118-209 258) 

εδωκεν 108: οἷ. α ὁ αὶ Υ ὃ [contra 4] vg? (δεδωκεν Sod”) 
ὠταριον NBD et V fam 1 et Sod 

ὠτίον ACI unc et AWL® Sod minn 
και νεανισκος TLS NBCL et Ψ 892 a syr arm 

νεανισκος δε τις D (b) cdf ff, (Buchanan) k lq vg 

(εις) νεανισκος δε sah και. «- «(εις) veavioxos boh Cf aeth 
Kat εἰς τις νεανισκος A uncl® et AWLP minn” et Paris” goth ὃ 


Latt auriculam 


. καὶ αλλ Dab (certe Buchanan) d ff, k q r Orig’™ (hiat ἢ 


αλλοι arm 
ἄλλοι δὲ Sod” (test. B ὦ G) fam 13 2° 604 ὁ 
τινες δὲ sah syr 
και τινες NB rell et SPW boh goth vg rell latt 
τινες γ vg? 
(In W om. Saltus ab xiv. 56 καὶ σαι usque ad 57 λεγοντες.) 


1 Consult all these last entries together, and then observe the Greek of D away 
from d, yet followed (in a retranslation), just as we would expect from our previous 
studies, by a ὁ k. In this verse D3} Sod 2r¢ and very few others have onpecoy for 
συσσημον of the rest. 

1 I neglect xiv. 55 wa θανατωσουσιν (pro εἰς to θανατωσαι)ὴ by Dj Sod” 2r¢ as latt, 
although note that Laura“! supports this, while more generally running with NB. 
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Mark 
xiv. 58. οἰκοδομήσω NB plur Sod” et 


WO minn aedificabo vg ὃ et 1 q (mut ὃ f r) 
ανοικοδομησω Orig | 
avaotnowm [) αοὁ αὶ ff, suscitabo, k excitabo 
ποιησω Paris®’ sy7 sin 
60.07 BWY (ef. sah boh)| : 
= NS call ea { variant latt 
} 71. ομνυναι BEHLSUVXE min® et W-H tat 
Souvver NACGKMNAITI et WEY min” et 892 Paris’ Hus Sod‘ 
rNeyev D (a) dq vg 


ομν. Kat λεγειν arm : 

72. το pnua ws NABCLA et V 892 min® ὃ sah 1/2 boh goth 
TO ρῆμα o ΕΝ ΧΡῊ une’ et & Sod” min” et Sod™ 
TOU ρηματος ov MW fam 18 al. pauc tat rec vg 
TOU ρηματος του ιἡσου Paris®' (cf. 3 28) 


του ρηματος Tov ww evrovtos fam 1 (syr arm aeth sah aliq) 
(verbum quem ὦ; verbum quodc ff, k lq; verbum sicut 6; 
verborum (sic) quod d;__verbi quod vq) 
xv. 1. απηνεγκαν NB unc” et V minn et Paris*™ arm 
απηγαγον CDGN et WS Sod fam 1 124 179 258 209 604 
892 Evst 13 17 150 semel Sod'®" 545 397 Orig 
(duxerunt ς d ff, 1 q (hiat b) $8 vg; perdux.a; addux. k) Cf syr copt 


ibid. πείλατω NBD Sod? et CLAW fam 1 2Ρ 604 892 

ce Sod" πίλατω latt 

τω πιλατὼ N unc’ et WS minn et tw πείλατω A Paris” 

gamirAatoc sah boh 

4, οὐκ αποκρινὴ ( — ουδεν) ΒΡ Paris” 

ουδεν αποκρινὴ (— ουκ) PEt Sod ee) 

OUK αποκρινὴ οὐδεν NDB? rell et A* WIV minn 

non respondes nihil ak 


(sed) non respondes quidquam d ff, 1 q ὃ [supra ovdev], ὁ (+ eis, ef. 
syr sin) — boh 
non dices quidquam sah 
non reddis responsum _—syr, cf. pers ut solet.(+eis syr sin, οὔ. ὁ) 
nonne habes quid respondeas = aeth'™ 
ibid. κατηγορουσιν NBCD et WW fam 1 267 604 [non 25] 892 
Evst 48 boh aeth accusant latt et ὃ Orig™ 
καταμαρτυρουσιν A unclt et AS Sod’ minn” et Paris®™ sah 
syr arm goth 


+ I neglect xiv. 60 evs μεσον or εἰς To μεσον. 
t I neglect xiv. 69 παρεστωσιν and παρεστηκοσιν as well as several other things 


hereabouts. 
§ It is no use thinking that ouvvew is ex Matt. and B neutral. Refer to B’s bad 


record in 68/69 under ‘‘ Harmonistic.”’ 


Mark 


18. 


ibid. 
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μαρτυρουσιν 259 
[Observe sah on the secondary side for the age of this 
variant. | . 


. OY παρήτουντο NAB? Sod sae k quem postularent 
ον ἂν NTOVYTO WG fae le δ 3 σθαι 
ον NTOVYTO W 1 [non fam = ονπερ ἡτουντο] 115 Sod’ 
cf. sah boh aeth 
ov * περήτουντο A sie ov πε ρ᾽ανητουντο Sod” sic 


ονπερ NTOVVTO C plur et N°B? XV minn et 604 892 Paris” 
(quemcumque acd ff, [mut ὃ q, ὃ ab xiv. 61, q ab xv. 5, 
usque ad xv. 86] δ) 


. στασιαστῶν NBCDKN οὐ WAW 1 [non fam] fam 18 


[non 124] 2° Paris® al. pauc et Sod'**" sah (syr) 
συνστασιαστων A rell et Σ minn et 892"" 604 rell boh 
goth (στασιασαντων Sod") 


seditiosis lat 
(cum seditiosis et homicidis breviter claus habet aeth) 
avaBas NBD 892 ὁ ἃ ff, l r vg et ὃ (supra A αναβοησας) 


sah boh goth W-H ὦ Sod tat (αναστησας Sod?*") 
avaBonaas A unc et SN°WE2WV minn omn vid (praeter 892) 
syr, arm (instanter) diatess*™” (confusé vg* “5 om xv. 8) 
Om. k (accensa tota turba @) [| Hiant be fiq| 
ascendit et clamavit aeth (conflat) 
[Cf Jebb de aveBnoev et aveBonoev in Reg ii. 28°. | 
καθως εποιει NBA οὐ WV3* ®™ 892 Paris” Sod** 1516 boh k ὃ 
καθὼς a errors 13 [non fam] 
καθως aev ἐποίει ΤῸ rell omn et & minn latt rell vg arm goth 
καθως ember... 2 
καθως Bos nv....  Sod° 2° 604 
(Om καθως et acu syr sin). 


ὁ sah syr pesh aeth arm 


The original here was probably indistinct ΚΑΘΩΟΑΕΙΕΠΟΙΕΙ 


and corrupted to KA@WCENOIE! 


which 13 [contra fam] shows, omitting Εἰ, by KA@WC‘AENOIE! 


and could also be misread KAQWCEIWOEI, 


as Matthew, and c sah syr pesh aeth arm indicate, but 2°° 604 having 
εθος ἣν merely make a harmony of independence. 

But are not NBAWY 892 Paris all in the same boat? And is not 
their text younger and more corrupt than that of the original Latin (for 
all but ὁ k 3 have semper) and that of D wnc? fam 1 fam 18 28 33 157, 
all Wetstein’s codices, all Scholz’s, all Birch’s, all Matthaei’s, all Scrivener’s 
and all but three of Soden’s ? 

[L is wanting here. | 

This question is not impertinent because if the papyrus exemplar 


+ The early collators missed this in Codex B. Not recorded in Treg or Tisch vii. 


108 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


were faint or torn here, then just above it might be in the same case and 
account for the variation avaBas. 
Mark 
RY. 10. παρεδωκαν D*HS et W 1 [non fam] fam 18 2°* 8 604 
Evst 47 Paris®*’”? (Sod) Sod®*® "4 @ (k) (ut Matt) 
παρεδωκεισαν AEGNVXA οἐ 22 αἱ. 
et Paris® (Schmidtke) 


παραδεδωκεισαν NB rell et V (paue. re yen 
παρεδεδωκεισαν) 
14. expafov DAGKMPII* min® latt et 6 syr arm boh 
expavyafov 2505 Laura’? 
expakav NB rell et XV minn™ aeth goth sah (expafav A*) 


15. βουλ. τω oydAw To ικανον Tuev B [negl. W-H™**™®] LauraA 19: 
soli (cf. ¢ l vg satisfacere) 
> gS ποιῆσαι A plur et SV minn goth 
βουλ. ποιησαι το tkavov τῶ οχλω NC Sod” sah boh syr pesh 


et sin (aeth) 
(Om. claus D ἃ ff, k 1" diatess) 


18. βασιλευ NBDMPSVX et V2 Sod” al. et 2° 604) 
o βασίλευς AC? (latet C*) EFGHKNUIATL αἱ. et =} rex latt 
et 892 Laura*? Paris” 

19. και ετυπτον avtov (avtov 2°° nec corr. Cronin) καλαμω εἰς THY 

κεφ. D 2° 6 ἃ ff, k sah syr sin 
Kal ετυπτον αὐτου THY κεφαλὴν καλαμω NB plur et VY minn 

et Sod” Paris®™ boh goth (—avtov 267 arm) 
και ετυπτον THY κεφαλὴν avTov Karauw C al. et ΣΦ 8921 vg 


aeth syr 

22. ayovow D**" fam 13[non124]2°* (adducunt ff2, perducunt / ὃ vg) 

duxerunt ὁ sed perduxerunt d 

gepovow NB rell et XV Sod” minn et k ferunt (hiat a) 
23. ος δε δ ΒΓ Ὁ et Σ 33 et Paris® [non 

892 vid] Sod" h bol ] 
ο δε A rell pl et A (6 ille autem) ae SY 
et V Sod” minn et fam 13 2° 604 
Kau D fam laethe ἃ ff, kine vg Aug (= latt?™; 


hiant enim a be ft q 7.) 
και AUTOS syr sin 

This place has more interest than appears on the surface. If the 
original had been o δὲ or os δε, the Latins would not say “‘ et non accepit,” 
but ‘‘ille autem non accepit”’ as syr pesh and copt with Greek. But an 
original ‘‘ et non accepit’’ might well have been rendered os de or ὁ δε, and 
the fact that all the Latins (including /) are agreed on the one hand, while 
the Greeks are divided between os δὲ and o δὲ lends force to our argument. 
The absence of Sod°*® 2°* and 604 from the Latin column here seems to 
show something of interest. Syr sin appears conflate already. Observe 
WV goes against NB here. [Soden’s notes (separated) are inadequate. | 
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Mar 
5 εν 24. Observe also this verse under ‘“‘ Differences between WS 
and B.” 

[xv. 25. εφυλασσον pro ectavpwoav =D d ff, k n vr. This must be 
noted but excluded owing to the probability of the change 
having been made by D and these Latins and sah to obviate 
the difficulty as to the third hour (see Tvsch ad loc). 
Note that syr pesh” says ‘‘ about the third hour.” <Aeth (ef. 
Act?" Hier’) makes it the stzth hour when they crucified 
him. If εφυλασσον were original the difficulty would be 
lightened, but hardly following the account in verses 20/24. 
(The vg® conflates with sah 2/3 adding et custodiebant ewm 
after et crucifixerunt eum.) Sod contradicts D. | 

29. ov παραγοντες D* (προάγοντες 2°° vid) Huss κατα δε τον Mapxov 
praetereuntes cd ff, k lr aur gat ὃ vg [=omn (n qui 
transiebant) ; hiant be figq 74] 
ot παραπορευομενο, NB rell gr et SV Sod’ minn 
Om. syr sin 
ibid. τρισιν ἡμεραις ADEPY γε Ὁ 21 1.9 05 Ser** Sod™* 


Evst 48 ὁ ἢ 
εν τρίσιν ἡμεραις NB rell et SV minn™ et Paris” d γ΄, ln ὃ vg 
30. καταβας NBD*LA et Ψ Sod’ et Sod k ln 6 vg boh 
kat kataBa = AC pl et & minn”! (-- καὶ Sod*") ¢ d ff goth syr 
arm aeth 
και καταβηθι P 1 al. et Laura‘! Paris” Hus (kar καταβάτω 
Soa hres) 


Invertens sah καταβα... .καὶ cwoov σεαυτον 
34. τὴ evaTn 258 2° al. pauc. (ev Tn evaTtn Cc), 
τὴ evatn opa NBD"FL et Ψ Sod’ fam 1 fam 18 [non 124] 892 
Paris*’ Laura’? al. pauc. ¢ ff, (Buchanan) goth syr Hus W-H 
τὴ wpa τὴ evatn Arell” et Σ di (incip.i xv. 33)ln 8 vg boh sah 
TN Wpa evaTn Sod (cum d et latt contra D*") sine auctori- 
tate Gr. ! 
Om. k 
36. Tus NBLA et Ψ et 892 Paris® (soli vid inter minn) 6 (sol 
inter latt) (arm) W-H & Sod txt 
εἰς D rell omn & et minn et sah boh et latt’™ (anus) et aeth 
syr (potius quam quidem) 
This again is but a small matter, but seems a perfectly clear 
‘“‘yevision”’ by the hand of the originator of the group NBLAW 892 
Paris’. (W wanting.) Syr lends itself to either interpretation. But if 
Tus were original quidem would appear in some other Latin besides ὃ. 
xv. 39. εξ evartias avtov §=NB plur et ΣΨ minnc ff, k 16 verss plur 
EKEL D Sod 2 (d) ing arm? Orig™ (illic 
aderat pers). 
Om. 72 251 arm? auto (--εἕ ev.) W 1 22 59 Sod'**" syr. 
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xv. 42. 


XVl. 


43. 


41. 


ibid. 


abid. 
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προσαββατον NB*CKMAII* et WW Sod? 1 88 al. mult 
προσσαββατον AB? rell plur et = min mult 
πριν σαββατον 17)5: (σαββατον Sod'***) 
ante sabbatum ἃ latt™ 
Kat autos nv (—os) &* 157 soli (Cf sah aeth gat syr) 
ος Kal aVTOS nV B plur et W2V minn 1 8 vg 
ος NV και AUTOS D: Sod 2" cdi, king 
εθεασαντο D® Sod 2°¢ (07. Luc xxii. 55 et Mare xvi. 11) 
εθεωρουν NB rell et W minn copt (1 vg aspiciebant) 
notaverunt cd ff. q 
viderunt kn syr 
. mt. Cf D dn (k 4) contra rell. 
. pla Tov σαββατων BW 1 
μια σαββατων 1 vg 
μία του σαββατου cd ff, una sabbati, k q 75 (prima 


sabbati) aeth 
τη μια Tov σαββατων NLA οὐ V Sod?” 33 2Ρὲ 892 al. pauc 
boh (hiat sah) Hus Hes™ 
puas σαββατου D 
της plas σαββατων AC rell et Σ minn pl et Paris” 
Dion** Ps-Nyss 
τῆς pas Tov caBBatav K fam 13 Sod™ (του σαββ. aliq.) 
(prima septimanae s77) 
oriente sole cdn ff. q Tich, Aug (+jam) 
AVATENAOVTOS του ἡλίου Dp Hes™ Pick 
ανατείλαντος Tou ἡλίου NB rell et {WV boh Eus 1/2 Dion™* Ps-Nyss 
ετι ανατείλαντος Tov ἡλινυ  KWII* Sod? 1 2° 229 248 wt 
Sod" Hus 1/2 


orto jam sole l vg 
Om. k [negl. Soden] 
quum exortus esset sol syr 
. ad invicem cd ff,lq vg 
inter se n 
προς €AUTOUS D 
προς eavTas NB rell et W=V minn 
Om. k 
. et veniunt et inveniunt detcn 


et venerunt et invenerunt ff2 syr sin 

και epyovTat καὶ ευρισκουσιν D Sod” 2°° Hus 

και avaBreyacat θεωρουσιν NB rell et WYV minnl ῳ 6 vg boh 
syr pesh 

et accurrentes viderunt aeth (hiat sah) 

(accesserunt et vident /) 

amotum n 

αποκεκυλισμενν 1) Sod” 2° cd ffa kl q vg 


t 
ὧν» 
Pr 
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τὰ αποκεκυλίσται A plur et Υ̓ΣΨ minn Ps-Nyss (cf. Matt Luc) 
ανακεκυλισται male δὲ ΒΤ, et W-H Sod tat | Vide Postscript 
im Part IT. | 
xvi. 8. φοβος Dp Ἴ Sod ek Ww timor ὁ ff, n α 
tpowos = =NB ell et SW minn et 2° tremor kl vg et α" 1 sah 
boh goth 
Om. claus syr sin φοβος (—Kat exotacis) arm 


tremor et pavor aeth' (pro tpopos [vel φοβος] και εκστασις) 
(cf syr pesh) 
[Om xvi. 9-fin NB syr sin. Cf. LY k aeth.| 
9. πρωτη Plur (Om. Sod*!, πρωτης Sod**, πρωτου aliq) 
τὴ μια Eus** 
Om. πρωτη caBB. Sod". 
ibid. epavepwoev πρωτοις D* (hiat d*) 


εφανὴ πρωτον Plur et ΣΨ (Eus 1/2) et verss (πρωτη 2?*) 
epavn (— πρωτον) W arm Eus 1/2 

ibid. παρ C*D*L et W 33 892 Paris” copt™®-* et Sod txt 
ab A reli et > EHus”® 


de qua οὐ Τῷ δῦ; aqua n 
10. πορυθεισα 1) plur et W2XY minn pl et 2°° 
απελθουσα KII 892 al® Sod*" Paris®’ HierHedib abit et n 
videns ἰ vg’ (vadens αὖ d? vg) 
praecurrens ὁ ff, 
[Explicit Σ᾽ xvi. 14 απιστιαν av.... Explicit goth xvi. 12. 
Explicit n xvi. 13 crediderunt. Incipit o xvi. 14. | 


15. —-amavtra D* 225 gat [Hiant a* n| 
Habent rell et WXV Sod minn et boh latt et @ a 
(vere καὶ pro aravta D Ἔκαι ὁ ῳ syr pesh boh aeth) 


[Explicit D* xvi. 15 ad verbum evayyerior. | 


17 fin. —xawais C*LA* et V3* boh arm 
Habent rell et WD? minn latt et ο d* ὃ syr pesh aeth Const Hipp. 
19. avedknud?n ACD? et W Sod” | assumptus est cd? hl aur ὃ μυρ 
avehnpOn — Rell et V minn receptus est ff, ῳ Tren 
avedepeto 36 40 
avehnpln καὶ avedepeto 68 [De his omnibus tacet Sod]. 
ascendit 0 syr pesh diatess 
ibid. ex δεξιων Plur et WY Tren 
ev δεξιων 105 
ex δεξια 1179 
εν δεξια = CAA αδ' p* ὃ boh (syr) ad dexteram ¢ 0 q 72 


a dextris vg 


1 Eastat D®* xvi. 7-15 ευαγγελιον, hiat d* xvi. 6 post quaeritis. Swppl @ xvi. 6 
usque ad 20 fin et D8” xvi. 15-20. 


CHAPTER VI. 
FURTHER REMARKS AS TO LATIN BASE IN 51. MARK. 


‘‘Salutant vos omnes sancti; maxime autem qui de Caesaris domo sunt.’’— 
Phil. iv. 22. 


I have stated that in St. Mark’s Gospel there appear to be two or 
three separate Greek recensions, and have asked the question whether 
the old subscriptions to some of the Greek and Syriac mss, stating that 
St. Mark not only preached but wrote his Gospel in Latin, were not 
perhaps founded on fact, or at any rate whether a Greek and a Latin 
version did not issue from his hands simultaneously. Let us try to 
examine the matter a little more closely. And next, what strikes the 
investigator at once is that there is a most remarkable agreement 
between the famous Codex Bezae’s Greek in Mark and the whole body 
of the Latins. In Buchanan’s edition of ὃ (p. xxi.) he says “In St. Mark 
the texts are more divergent than in any other Gospel.” If he means 
the Latin texts I hardly think he is nght. 

Some of these places of agreement are as follows: 

Mark 


1. 2. —eyo BD Sod 28 wt W, = although 

3. του θεου υμων D* sic, (ἃ {Ὁ} Ὶ extant, is absent 

4. >ev Tn ερήμω βαπτιζων D Sod” itvg(praeter f), from this com- 

10. ηνυγμενους ΤῸ tt vg (pro σχιζομενους) bination at the 

18. —exeu NABDL Sod” 3°" 21 it vg etc \ opening of the 
ibid. +xau (ante πειραζομενος) 1) rt vg Gospel. 

15. πεπληρωνταῖι ot Katpou D it” vg (pro It is most pecu- 

πεπληρωταῖι o Kalpos) | liar, because 6 1s 

16. και παραγων NBDL tt vg ete | wanting from 


(pro περιπατῶν δε plur ut Matt) / 1. 1-20. 
ibid. tov aderdov avtov DGI3 Sod® 33 al. pe. it (praeter ὦ γ 6) vg 
syr pesh et sin aeth. Add W. 
20. Τηκολουθησαν avtw (pro amndOov οπισω αὐτου) D4 soli et it vg. 
To these add W (and note 7A0ov pro ἀπηλθον Sod”). 
21, ii. 1. καφαρναουμ NBDA Sod” minn®™ it vg goth copt. Add W. 
ibid. εδιδασκεν +avtovs  D Sod it?! vg arm aeth goth. 
94. —ea NBDA? Sod 28* 157 372 2° tt vg verss. To this 
array add W. Notwithstanding Orig and Hus it is probably 
brought in from Luke. 


+ A very good example. For “ secwti sunt ewm” could readily be translated ἀπηλθον 
(or nov as Sod”) οπισω αὐτου. The other translators vary the expression in ver 18. 
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any i. 25. ex του avOpwrov (pro εξ αὐτοῦ DW (Sod’*® aro, 2°°™) it ug 
(praeter f) t 

27. —tt estw tovro D 7 it”. To these add W and three 
lectionaries, syr sin and aeth [hiat sah]. 

30. >xatexecto Se ἡ πεένθερα σιμωνος 1) it vg (praeter f). To 
this group add W [Sod only indicates W by 1]. 

34. avta λαλειν D Sod it vg (praeter f) aeth for ta δαιμονια 
Aarew B copt and λαλεῖν τὰ δαιμονια all the rest and W. 

44, >devEar σεαυτον (pro σεαυτον devEar) D itvg. To this add W 
δειξαι εαυτον. 

45. --πολλα Danditvg. To this group now add W. 

We gain a preliminary point here, that the text of D goes behind W at 
a time when NB came into being, and before our other uncials were penned. 

We gain further information, for W, as if handling a document in 
another tongue, not infrequently uses a synonym in translation. Thus 
alone 1.27 εθαυμαζον (mirabantur d) for εθαμβηθησαν, not only copying the 
tense of d, against mirati sunt of others, but giving a close interpretation. 

Here 6 alone conflates : Ht extimuerunt omnes et admirabantur... 

In the same verse the exceptional inpotentabilis of eis rendered by W 
alone εξουστιαστικη. Thus: tis ἡ διδαχὴ κενὴ αὐτὴ ἡ εξουστιαστικὴ avTov. 

Again, W ati. 31 with Paris” follows d’s Latin “ ministrabat οὐ 
with διηκονι αὐτῶ, while D® has αὐτοῖς. This is really very remarkable. 
No other Greeks do this, and the only other Latin is e. No coptic or 
syr nor aeth pers. 

In connection with this we have to ask the following questions. 

Why does D ati. 40 write ἐρώτων opposite depraecans when all other 
Greeks including W have παρακαλων, and we are face to face with the 
answer that παρακαλων = depraecans rather than that depraccans 
= ερωτων. But as D™ alone has ερωτων it may be that D* was translating 
depraecans IN HIS OWN WAY into Greek! t 

Much more difficult to explain is D’s οργίσθεις for σπλαγχνίσθεις in 
i. 41 [without the countenance of W], but even here d with iratus bears 
it out, and both a r* and ff so write, while ὁ ὃ and g, omit. See, 
however, Rendel Harris’ brilliant double explanation (‘Cod. Bezae,’ p. 186) 
from (1) confusion in Syriac or (2) from an original Latin motus instead 


+ It will not do now to say that this is ex Luc, if the whole group be basic. 

{ D®* has several forms peculiar to him, as at i. 32 εφεροσαν for εφερον; vi. 14 
edeyooav; 1. 27 εθαμβησαν for εθαμβηθησαν, with Origen; ix. 9 εἰδοσαν ; ix. 35 ηλθοσαν ; 
xii. 36 θωσω ; xiii. 84 θυρουρω ; xv. 43 ετησατο. 

§ In this connection while seeking the ultimate base we must consider other οὗ δ᾽ 5 
omissions (Ὁ in very short lines is most important in St. Mark). See i. 37 Dicentes (pro 
και evpoy avroy kat λεγουσιν of NBL e aeth, or και evpovtes avtrov Ney. A unc boh, or και 
ote evpov αὐτὸν Ney. Ὁ latt pl sah) by ὃ ὁ and W*. Here we have three varying intro- 
ductions all cut short by WO c. So at i. 10 (and at several other places) D ὦ omit ευθυς, 
here witha bffr. Note ii. 12 -- λεγοντας BW ὃ as against the rest and the variation καὶ 
Aeyew of D. Here W strengthening B added to ὃ does look like the lost base. 
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of misertus of most and tratus of d. Harris forgets to say that b leaves 
out the word as g, or vg®. This shows some difficulty which bothered 
them. Nor does he refer to vi. 84 where for ἐσπλαγχνίσθη d and ῳ [not 
δ] r [not a] have condoluit, using quite a different word from the usual 
misertus est (ευσπλ. 1). Observe further motus turning up in the Ms n 
at xvi. 4 where n uses amotum for re-volutum of the rest of the itala. 
This is the place where NBL W-H Sod substitute ἀνακεκυλίσται for 
atoxex. In dealing with the problem we must be careful not to let NBL 
mislead us as to the basic text. For instance at 1. 39 NBL Sod” 
(only) substitute with copt and aeth ηλθεν for nv [followed by Hort and 
Soden]. But thisis a pure correction. All the Latins in the rough: “et erat 
praedicans”’ support «ae ἡ ν κηρυσσων of D and all the other Greeks and W. 
Another very hard place is iv. 6 wt. where the authorities differ so 
much as to construction, with D and W on opposite sides. ὦ and ὁ show 
that we have somehow lost the original base (sy7 sin is mutilated). 
Perhaps Harris can make another briliant suggestion for restoration ? 
Another equivocal place is at iv. 14 0 σπειρων τον λογον σπείρει. The 
Greeks and 1) d are agreed as to ο σπείρων, but a ὁ b gq 7 substitute qui 
loquitur. This is probably an ‘‘improvement.” It is curious, however, to 
find b-q together confirming it, and ὁ (e wanting), but W with D opposes. 


This ts complicated further by the reading in the following verse, 
Mark iv. 15. 
Instead of ὁοπου σπείρεται o λογος Which even W holds, a b ὁ g again 
make a substitution, this time strengthened by f [non goth] r. They say 
qui negligenter verbum suscipiunt, or (c) qui negligunt verbum suscipientes. 


D has not this but writes os for ovov as d ff quibus seminatur verbum. ὦ 


We have accounted for a bcd (hiante k Cypr) f ff ¢ r. Now i varies 
thus ‘‘hi autem sunt qui circa viam αὐ seminatur verbum,” eliding quibus 
but writing wbi above as vgg : ubi seminatur verbum. The Greeks (and W) 
with copt aeth goth have this wbi, so we are wide apart as to Latin and 
the rest. The question is as to what was the original difficulty in the 
Latin or Greek base which caused the difference. I suppose the original 
for wbt must have been quo, but how get ‘‘ negligenter verbum suscipiunt” 
out of “ seminatur verbum.” 'The semi-parallel in Matt. does not help 
(και μὴ συνιεντος), nor does St. Luke viii. 12 where we read only οὐ δὲ παρα 
τὴν οδον εἰσιν ov axovoavtes. There is nothing there about negligenter. 
Turning to the Greek for a key, aipéw or ἀναιρέω could replace σπείρω, 
but would hardly do. σπαίρω or ἀσπαίρω, while of similar sound to σπείρω, 
involve plucking off violently as opposed to the neglegenter of the Latins. 
σπερμολογέω = pick up seed, is possible but improbable. The verb ἀλογέω 
conveys neglect but I do not see how it would fit. In the Greek, to agree 
with the Latin, ὁ λόγος must be turned into an accusative, so that seems 
out of the question as a base from which the Latins drew. 

On the other hand the Latin verbum serving for a nominative or 


ee —— 
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accusative distinctly answers the requirements of swhject or of object, so 
that it is more likely that a Latin base is responsible for the change. 
How could it occur? Instead of seminatur, originally seritur (cf. a) may 
have been used. Could seritux have become confused with segniter (a 
synonym for negligenter)? But then we do not account for suscipiunt 
instead of seminatur or seritur. Sero, 5601 could hardly have been confused 
with sero, serui (“‘ join in, engage in, put together’’). I would like someone 
to exercise his ingenuity here. I have never seen an explanation offered. 

The strange thing is to find a opposing both ὦ and D*", for elsewhere 
a = D*, so that D ὦ here are probably not basic. Even b-g are together 
for the whole sentence, which absolutely proves that we have the correct 
b base. The omission by syr sim is significant. He probably saw the utter 
conflict between Latin and Greek, and therefore dropped the words. The 
omission cannot be basic. Observe the persian (syr hier wanting). I 
recapitulate. Gr™" (aeth sah boh go arm‘ vgg) :- 

= οπου σπειρεται o λογος (Ὁ ὦ ff, σι syr pesh ors σπειρεται o Aoyos) 

b-q Hi autem sunt qui juxta viam seminantur qui neglegenter verbum suscipiunt 
a Hi autem sunt qui secus viam seminati sunt ,, " ce 
fr Hi autem sunt qui circa viam seminati sunt _,, A " 

c Hi autem qui seminantur circa viam ipsi sunt qui negligunt =e suscipientes 

syr sin Hi autem qui sunt juxta viam 1111 sunt qui audiunt verbum (tantwm) 
pers Id quod juxta viam cecidit homines qui audiunt et memoria tenent.. 


3» 


Mark vi. 31. 


Another obscure but very interesting place occurs at vi. 81 which may 
well occupy our ingenuity. Here then we are offered these alternatives : 
deuTe vets (—avTot) κατ ἰδιαν εἰς ερημον τοπον W Sod 1 28 Qe girs 


δευτε UMELS AUTOL KATLOLAY ELS ἐερημον τοπον NB plur sah boh 
δευτε uTAY@MEV εἰς EPNMoV τοπον Ded fr,ir 

δευτε ὑυπαγωμεν κατιδιαν εἰς ερημον τοπον a 

δευτε υπαγωμεν εἰς ερήημον τόπον UMELS κατιδιαν syr pesh sin aeth diat 


The Latins then only vary between 
venite vos ipsi seorsum 6 


venite seorsum... fvg plur (venite vos seorsum vg®) 
venite vos secreto bq 
venite eamus... ca fiir 


venite eamus seorsum ὦ 
but there is a wide difference in Greek between ᾿ὑμεὶς or vues αὐτοι and 
the ὑυπαγωμεν of D* sol. 

(A few vulgates BMO* conflate: venite seorswm eamus.) 

Whence then eamus (which must have provoked ὑπάγωμεν of D*, 
and is as old as syr sin and aeth) by cd ff,1 7? Why do bq not join? 
Observe that something has happened between ὦ and f vgq, for secreto and 
seorsum change places. Observe also that a restores this κατίδιαν by 
seorsum although holding eamus, while the syriacs and aeth convey it to 
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- 


the end of the sentence, but coptic follows the usual Greek. The difference 
must be very old [the parallels afford no clue whatever]. 

What we have to find is an M in a word to correspond with the 
interchange of vos and eamus. The most likely seems an original vosmet 
(ὑμεῖς αὐτοὶ most Gks), this being misread in the close uncials for eamus. 
The equivalent of κατιδιαν may have been absent or occupied a place after 
ἐρῆμον τόπον as in syr. If we are correct, then b holds the original 
sense, and ὁ ff, ὁ 7, with a, followed d, while the Greeks know nothing 
of it, but the syrzacs and aeth do. 

The diatess arab is following Mark here and corresponds with sy sin 
and syr pesh, while vg¥ the Latin diatessaron, is ex Matt xiv. 13 ‘‘ Quod 
cum audisset Jesus secessit inde in nauicula in locum desertum seorsum.” 

In this very verse (vi. 31) occurs a remarkable change by W (alone) 
of λοιπὸν for odvyov. If this was not suggested from the λοίπον of 
Mark xiv. 41 (where avazravec@e also occurs) it might be a change due to 
translation, but then puszllwm of our Latins must have been represented 
by paulatim or sensim or some other word. 


Mark xiv. 72. 


There is a passage which ought to be a key, but it can be read as 
indicating Greek reaction on Latin as well as Latin on Greek. 

I refer to that very difficult phrase in Mark xiv. 72 as to St. Peter 
“και ἐπιβαλὼν exdrarev.” This ἐπιβαλων has generally been referred to 
the mind, as in our translation ‘‘ And when he thought thereon he wept”’ 
which the Revised Version left unchanged, merely putting ‘‘ And he 
began to weep” [as D Sod°”° 2°, all the Latins and goth: ‘‘ et coepit flere” | 
in the margin. But in the N.T. out of seventeen other occasions where 
ἐπιβαλλειν is used, in no less than eleven passages it is used with tas 
χείρας [Mark xiv. 46 (in this same chapter), Matt. xxvi. 50, Luke ix. 62, 
xx. 19, xxi. 12, John vii. 30, and 44, Acts iv. 3, v. 18, χ 1, xxi. 27]. 
Now the Coptics so understood it at Mark xiv. 72. 

Sah has και εβαλεν την χειρα avtouv κλαιειν. 

Boh has καὶ επιβαλων τὴν xepa αὐτου εκλαυσεν. That is, he threw 
up his hand, he covered his face with his hand, as he choked down the 
sobs. Is this an interpretation or is the old Latin base responsible ? 

For Et coepit flere, the original may have been ETINCEPITFLERE, 

and this is not unlike ETINJECITFLERE. 
Whether injecit could be used without manwm colloquially I do not know. 

There are some passages in Plautus which suggest elision of different 

kinds, but none as direct as required to support such a supposition here. 


{ CApTEIvE! ii. 2. 16/18 we read : 

Tynd, Nune senex est in tonstrina; nunc jam cultros attinet. 
Ne is quidem inyolucre injicere voluit, vestem ut ne inquinet. 
Sed utrum strictimne attonsurum dicam esse an per pectinem. 
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As to this becoming καὶ ἐπιβαλὼν εκλαυσεν (or exdazev) there are hosts 
of instances where the Greek exchanges the Latin perfect and infinitive 
for the participle and perfect, so that this need not cause any difficulty. 
But wyicio is freely used in Latin with manum or manus: ‘“inicere 
manum aliqui,” and to summon before a judge injexit manum (Plautus). 
So also of jaceo “to be cast down”: “‘Gnaeus noster ut totus jacet”’ 
(Cicero), ‘‘ vultusque attolle jacentes’’ (Ovid), ‘“‘Jacentes vix oculos 
tollens’”’ (Ovid). But jacens will not correspond to ἐπύβαλλων, so that 
we are thrown back on inicio the usual Latin equivalent in N.T. of 
εἐπιβαλλω. 

A and 247 ϑοα 5: have καὶ ἐπίλαβων for Kas επιβαλων, While one notable 
Greek cursive (c*") has cas εἐπιλαβομενος, for the use of which we can 
refer to Luke ix. 47, where eruiaBopevos παιδιου (τὴν yea tov being 
understood) is used by most authorities. Cf. also Lue xiv. 4, xxiii. 26. 

Blomfield’s note ad loc. (Mark xiv. 72) in his Greek N.T. is clear and 
apposite and may be consulted for a good and condensed statement of the 
situation. He says ‘‘...In fact there should seem rather to be an ellipsis 
—though to determine with certainty what was originally the plena 
locutio is perhaps impossible...”” To him was unknown the coptic 
testimony, and he closes by citing Chrysostom, Theophylact., Salmasius, 
Suicer, Elsner, Fischer etc for ἐπιβαλὼν to be the equivalent of επικαλυ- 
Yapevos, “having covered his head (with his vest),’’ although he admits 
that here too while ἐπιβάλλειν ἱμάτιον is a frequent expression, not one 
example has been adduced of the elliptical use. f 


As to Mark u. 7 fin. 


Although €1c could drop out before ΟΘΟ in 11. 7 fin. it is noteworthy 
that while d (with all Latins except a) has solus ds, D™ omits €1¢ which 
the others all have. Thus D* in translating might purposely elide solus. 
Observe here that a against all other Latins has wnus for solus, clearly 
retranslating ess. This explains several most difficult things about a. It 
appears thus that ὦ was retranslating from D’s Greekt{ as explained 
previously, p. 127 seg. Thus at i. 6 ὦ renders D*’s deppny by pellem, 
although d and the rest have pilos. 


Here the expression is “‘ to throw a napkin”’ (“about his neck ”’ understood). 
CapreIvel iv. 2.17 ...tum genu ad quemque jecero (the bolt from a catapult under- 
stood) ad terram dabo. 
AsIN. iii. 2. 36.: Nimis aegre risum continui (without hand) followed by 
40: Opprime os (without hand). Is est. Subauscultemus. 

Sometimes manim accompanies cedo (Hpidicus iv. 1.32), sometimes not. Sometimes 
dextram is used without manum (Curculio ii. 3. 27, 8. 60). Sometimes ostende is used 
alone (Aulul. iv. 4. 5/25). 

+ So Plautus, Asin. 111. 2.41: ‘‘lacrumantem lacinia tenet lacrumans.” 

1 See elsewhere as to ἐμπροσθεν εναντίον ΟΥ̓ evwmoy in Mark ii. 12, where coram is 
constant by all. In ix. 2 coram obtains again in all except a which has in conspectu (as 
favoured by a in St. Luke) and & which has ante. Observe v.17 where all and W have 
n»§aTo παρακαλεῖν With the Latins, D, with Sod 2°° 604 Sod®" $*, has mapexadovy and so a. 

N 
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We must bear this carefully in mind. It was a very old copy of D, 
for ati. 7 right after this D a (7) agree in καὶ edeyev αὐτοῖς for καὶ exnpvocer 
λεγων of all the rest. But Dd are agreed here, so that a really has the 
foundation text of D, if not always of d.t Observe other places as iv. 4 
eyeveto is omitted by DF Sod*” d syr vg and all Latins but a. So that in 
St. Mark a is a very curious and interesting witness. Dd with b for 
control as to the base seem to represent a foundation text remarkable for 
shortness (still further shortened by ὦ) which is agreed to in the main by 
the other Latins. NB are uncertain witnesses in St. Mark (δὲ has evidence 
of much retranslation from Latin) and but for the light thrown on the 
Graeco-Latin problem by 2”° and 604 we should not know ‘‘ where we 
were at.” To the additional light provided by 2°° and 604 now add the 
perfectly wonderful and extraordinary Graeco-Latin text found in W. 
Often graecising the exact Latin wording of e (as δὲ does in Matt and 
Luke), it deflects often to D d, and yet again alone to ὃ, where probably 
W ὁ hold the true original D base, lost today in Dd themselves. Not 
only is the text of e, as well as of ὁ, transported bodily to the fourth 
century, but all the variations between NB and D and W and ὁ and c 
and e and k are found to be anterior to 350 A.D. and have nothing to do 
with the period intervening between 350 and 700. The variations being 
so ancient makes it difficult to disentangle them, but W throws much 
new light on the question. 

To return to a, observe 11. 1 cognitum est for axovc@m (auditum est zt 
vg). This seems to show clearly that a was translated (freely) back 
from the Greek, while the Latins all hold the literal sense. So at 1]. 4 
δια is rendered by a ‘‘ propter”’ but it?! = prae and DW απο. At iv. 4 all 
Latt omit eyevero except a. So at iv. 14 for seminat we find serit in a. 
At vi. 55 @ alone renders SUPER grabbatos for ἐπὶ (Tow) κραββατοις of 
Greeks including D, while d and Latt generally have in grabatis. At 
vu. 27 D* Sod’ and a = λέγει, but d dixit as latt pl and Gr plur sah, 
while NBLA write ἔλεγεν with boh. At ix. 4 συνελαλουν of D Sod°”® 1 2” 
only is followed by a » (against participial construction all other Greeks 
and Latins). At ix. 42 a follows (ΟἿ 9) D alone with fidem habentibus 
(-- εἰς eve) for των πίστιν eyovtrwy while the other Greeks have των 
πιστευοντων and αἱ fidem habentium. 


t Very rarely Dad oppose the rest, but a case occurs at vi. 28 kau ἡνεγκεν τὴν 
κεφαλὴν (—avrov) by D da only. This is the more curious because vi. 29 init. right 
afterwards @ says καὶ akovoartes (et cum audissent) with the Greeks against ἀκουσαντες δὲ 
of D and audientes autem d, while the rest and vg say quo audito, minus the copula. 

t~ A most striking instance occurs, almost conclusive for translation from δ᾽ 5 Latin 
into W's Greek, at ii. 1. Among the variations of εἰσελθὼν (c8* ελθων) παλιν by NBL D*® 
28 etc, against εἰσηλθεν παλιν of A etc, and παλιν εἰσηλθεν of d and the Latins “ iterum 
intravit,” ὃ q stand out for ‘ iterum venit’’ (‘‘venit iterum e) and W alone says παλιν 
epxetac retaining the Latin order of ὃ d ff g,.. q vg, but giving us the present tense, 
for which venit will stand as well as for ηλθεν. Yet D’s Greek and W keep sometimes 
very close. See ii. 21 emia vv ραπτει D alone for επιραπτει the rest, while W has alone 
επισυναπτιὶ [Sod neglects W.] The Latins do not vary, not conveying συν except by 
adsuit. 


LATIN BASE IN ST. MARK. 179 


In the hint I threw out in my ‘Genesis of the Versions’ (p. 28) my 
first example was Mark ii. 12 ἐμπροσθεν NBLW 187 mg 604 892 Paris” 
only, while ἐνώπιον by OD Sod" 28 33 οἷ Laura’ "ἢ Sod'*** Hust 29, and 
ἐναντίον by the mass and D (εμπρ. evavtiov Sod), Here we have three 
variations for ‘‘coram’’ WHICH REMAINS CONSTANT IN THE LATIN MSS. 
As it is constant it may be primitive, that is it may precede all these 
Greeks. For elsewhere, the case is quite different. Take St. Luke— 


Luke 


ante latt®! et vg, sed coram δ, 
in conspectu a d 

coram Jatt”! et vg, sed in con- 
spectu.d 

9, ἐμπροσθεν ΤῸ al. vel ενωπίον = coram latt®' et vg, sed in con- 
spectu d 

ante illum Jatt” et vg, sed apud 
ipsum e, presente illo 6, in conspectu ejus d 


v. 19. Gr. ἐμπροσθεν 


ΧΙ. 8. εμπροσθεν 


Xlv. 2. εμπροσθεν αὐτου 


xix. 4. εἰς το εμπροσθεν Variant plur latt 
27. εμπροσθεν μου ᾿ = ante me Jatt”! et vg, sed coram 
me 6, in conspectu meo a d 
xxi. 86. εμπτροσθεν του viov Tov «νοῦ = ante fil. hom. Jatt” et vg, in 
conspectu fili hom. ὦ ἢ 
John . 
x. 4. εμπροσθεν avtwy Topeverat = ante eas vadit Jatt? et vg, 
coram eas vadit 5, praecedit eas 7 ~ 
ΧΙ. 37. εμπροσθεν αυὐτων =coram eis latt?' et vg, in con- 
spectu eorum ὦ f (r) 
Luke 


ante latt®' et vg, ante faciem e, 
in conspectu d f Hier 

coram latt”' et vg, in conspectu 
cde Aug 


Ι 


1. 0. εναντίον (vel ενωπιον) 


xxiv. 19. εναντίον (ενωπιον LD) 


vil. 10. εναντίον (vel εναντι) in conspectu Jatt" et vg, ante 
gig, coram d 
Vill. 82. εναντιον = coram latt”' et vg, ante Iren 1/2 


Tert, in conspectu Tren 1/2 


i. 15. ενωπίιον coram Jatt” et vg, in conspectu 
ad Iren 

ante latt™ et vg, in conspectu 
adIren Ambr, coram Tert 

ante latt™ et vg, in conspectu 
adf; om ff. 

I need not make a more ample lst. The matter seems quite clear 
that when translating Greek into Latin there result three Latin variations. 
When translating Latin into Greek (as possibly in St. Mark) three Greek 
varieties are the result. This list has already appeared under Synonyms 
in St. Mark. I reprint here for convenience of reference. 


17. ενωπιον 


19. ενωπιον 
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A feature also, which is quite important, is the treatment of the 
Greek articles in D. For instance at 11.2 D omits τον before Xoyor (alone) ; 
at 11.13 -- (before oyXos) alone with 2; at 11. 17 D writes καὶ tov vaxwBov 
for και ιακωβον Tov, and Kat Tov tw. Tov for Kat twwavyny Tov; at 11. 7 D adds 
tas before auaptias (alone). This seems to show that D was translating 
independently from d. The others by not conforming to this perhaps 
indicate the second translation into Greek from Latin, which thus would 
be one other separate recension. 

As to this matter of the article, notice: 

Mark 


111. 26. +70 (ante τέλος) D 
iv. 5. -Ἑ τὴν (ante ynv) D 
26. — Tov (ante σπορον) DW Sod" only (see Sod 7 °° 9° 280) 
28. +0 (ante σευτος) DW only (confusé Sod). 
38. —7To (ante προσκεφ.) DW Sod?” fam 1 28 235 2°° 604 (see Sod) 
vi. 29. +7 (ante μνημειωὶ D® min*" 
35. —o (ante τοπος) De 
41. -- τους (ante πεντεὶ D 
55. — τοὺς (ante γραβ.) DW Sod’ fam 1 2°° Sod" 
vil. 6. —Tev D 
21. -- οὐ (ante κακοι) DW Sod**? (cf. A 28 syr sin) 
29. — τὸν D 
30. -- τὸν (ante otxor) D 
31. της δεκαπολεως (pro δεκαπόλεω) DW" Sod’ sah εἰς τὴν 


δεκαπολιν W 
(Observe vii. 88 — τους ante δακτυλους W*") 
vill. 11. +70 (ante σημειον) D (Obs. Sod? 2° +71) 
99. —Ta sec. D* 225 [male Paris*’ Soden contra 
Schmidtke | 
(Observe vill. 37 +0 ante ανθρωπος B cum copt) 
ix. 14. +7ovs (ante γραμματεῖς) DI Sod’ 273 2”° Sod'*** 


15. —o (ante οχλος) D Sod” Sod**8 
(Observe ix. 26 + tous ante πολλους NABLAY 33 Paris®’ Laura 1) 
31. —o (ante vios) p 


36. +70 (ante παιδιον) a9: Soa : 

43. -- τὰς (ante χειρας) DY (Laura4 194 Sod, male?, non Lake) v* 
x. 21. τοις (ante πτωχοις) NCD® Sod”? min" 

41. +7ov (ante taxwBov) D 


ΧΙ. 11. -- τῆς (ante wpas) D 2°° 245 Sod'? 
22. -Ἐ του (ante θεου) DW 

ΧΙ. 23. +% (ante γυνὴ) AD* 13 [non W] Paris’ ϑοα 
26. —o (ante θεος sec.) DW Lust 18 Orig 2/3 


ibid. —o( ,, ,, tert et quart) BDW Orig” 
37. —o (ante πολυ) NDW 28115 213 2°¢ 604 Sod 1938 8598 soli 
40. -- τας DW 
- των DW 
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es: 3. +0 (ante πετρος) DNS Sod®”? αἶα 
10. -- τὰ (ante εθνη) D 2°? (Sod non Cronin) Sod** 
xiv. 47. -- τὴν (ante μαχαιραν) DW 1124435 2° Eust™ Sod** [non ° | 
60. +70 (ante pecor) DM®W Sod min*' 
62. —rns (ante dvvapews) D 
xv. 1. των (ante γραμματεων) NDW Sod’? 2°° Sod'**" copt 
6. +7nv (ante εορτην) D 
11. --τον (ante BapaBBav) D . 
12. βασιλεῖ (male Sod tw Bac.)  D** (pro τον βασιλεα)ὴ regem d 
21. + 7ov (ante σιμωνα) D 
τον (ante kupnvatov) Die 
40. -- ἡ (ante paydarnvn) Ὁ (etiam D*'! in ver 47) 
43. —o (ante ato) ΘΟ)! paue. 
46. +7 (ante μνημειω) D 267 pauc. 
ibid. +7ns (ante πετρας) D(W) Sod” paue. 
Xvl. 6. +7ov (ante unoovr) D 


9. -- τὴ (ante μαγδωληνὴ D 


Combination of the itala with D and DW. 
But let us continue to see what the lists proceed to tell us: 


1. 1. παλιν εἰσηλθεν 372 d et it vg (contra D® et NBL etc) παλιν 
ερχεται W = iterum venit wt ὃ ἢ 
4. προσεγγισαι D plur et it (praeter f 1 = vg offerre ut NBL 
Sod” 372 copt mpoceveyxar) et W προσελθειν 
This is very important in view of W’s independent translation. 
ibid. —avto ΚΞ 1é pl 
ibid. —eEopvEavtes DW it?! (non Κ 1 vg) 
6 fin. +2Xeyovtes DW 2599 it?! (non [1 ῳ vg) 
14. ἰακωβον (pro Neve vel Never) D Sod” fam 13 2° it (praeter 
} 1 4)}} 


Mark 


15. πολλοι oc =D it vg (non Gr om or) t 
17. -avtows ὍΝ fam 1 28 it” 
21. Consult DW Jatt. 


+ If this be basic, as seems probable (and cf Orig ad loc), we can easily account for 
the defection of f and q, for f has been seen already to depart constantly from the regular 
ranks, and g has merely been revised here [Ὁ is quite enough against 4] as all the Greeks 
except fam 13 and 2Pe, Even W reads λευειν and 604 Paris” do not join ν᾽ here. g, and 7. 
have here been “‘ vulgatised” also. Syr sin is wanting and only begins again at ii. 21. 

1 This is an important matter. All Latins hold gui, but the Greeks including 
W omit. Some Latins omit the καὶ following. If πολλοι οἱ be original the oc was lost 
early in a copy which lay at the foundation of all the Greeks, for none preserve it. Yet 
all Latins have qui. (οι pro και Ὧν": male Sod de Sod, habet πολλοι tantum.) 

The whole verse is very interesting. At the beginning eyevero is changed to γινεται 
by NBLW 33 2re 604 892* [but not Paris]. Om. Sod™. The Latin is factwm est. NBL 
follow with κατακεισθαι avrov, but not W which has ανακειμενων αὐτῶν corresponding to 1) 
κατακειμενων αὐτων and a b ὁ d ff r with the Jatin abl. absolute (q discumbente illo and 
e reverses the order). If W is retranslating avax. would be quite easy. 
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ii. 28. Observe πορευεσθαι W fam 13 δοα only (ambulare zz’, transire 
6 6 ff) against διαπορευεσθαν BCD and παραπορευεσθαι rell. 
ibid. — οδονποιειν DW Evst 26 it et [contra ΔΕ] (praeter 


24 init. οἱ de (pro Kat οἱ) 
abid. 
25 fin. +ovtes 
26. 
ΤΠ: 
4. 
ibid. 
ἵ: 
ibid. 
abid. 


15. 
19. 
20. 
21. 


ibid fin. 
26. 


27, 
28. 


29, 
abid. 


30. 
31. 


alr q) 
DW Sod” it vg contra rell Gr omn 
D [non W | Sod”? min 1 13 28 etc tt (praeter e) 
D et it vg +erant ut A +noav 
DW [non Sod] 271 it” syr sin 
DW Sod**" tt vg 


-Ἔοι μαθηταν σου 


-- ἐπὶ αβιαθαρ 

-- αυτον sec. 

εὐπεν (pro Neyer) D i" 

προς avtous (pro autos) DD it?! 

DW Sod it vg" boh [contra sah et Gr} 

— ηπκολουθησαν D (W. Cf. ver. 8) 28 124 at? 

-- απὸ (ante της ιουδαιας)ὺ DW 28 604 al. pauc. it?! vg 

[ Observe 11. 8. axovovtes NBWA fam 1.13 2° bcdef fr 
gztl qr 6 vg, ἀκουσαντες D"™ rell gr et (a) | 

DW 372 itt vg (praeter ae 4) 


ο δε τησους 


Kal εδωκεν αὐτοῖς (Pro καὶ EXEL) 
1) 75 
D et latt (αυτον Sod”. Cf. ὁ ff posset) 
Kal OTE ἠκουσαν περι aVTOV OL γραμ. Kat οὐ λοιποῦ DW (sed W 
και ακουσαντες) gp variant minimum 


D (Sod fam 13 2° —avtous) it". Cf W 


sc =) 


σκαριωθ 
— auTous 


e€€oTATAL AUTOUS 
εξηρτηνται αὐτου (Rell e€eatn ; εἕεστιν AD ο 

σαταναν εκβαλλει μεμερισθαι eb eavtov (pro aveotn ed εαυτον 

εἐμερισθὴ vel και ewepicOn vel και μεμεριστα) D (Sod**") itt 
(W syr sin ep εαυτον εμερισθη — ανεστη) 

οἰκιαν (-- αὐτοῦ DW it” et cf. ord contra SNBCLA (cf. W bc e) 

A wonderful commentary is offered here. For W (replacing D d) 

with abce fiqr vg® Cypr’® Ambrst aeth omit oca av 

βλασφημησωσιν which D ὦ and f 1 vg have with the rest of 

Greeks and copt (syr). This lost line oca αν βλασφημησωσιν 

occurs above oc δ᾽ av βλασφημησὴ (or as in D, it runs oo 

av δὲ τις βλασφημησὴ) and was lost from homoioteleuton 

probably. W and the mass of Latins remain together. D and 

the mass of Greeks. So that W and ctala certainly trace to: 

one copy of same lines as d. 

DW Sod min aliq it” Ath Cypr™s 

Cf it. (κριματος Sod?, 

κολάσεως Sod®) 
εχειν avtov (pro exer) W d it?! (Ὁ exew -- αυτον) 
NDGW Sod fam 1 179 2° 892 Sod?** it”. 


- εἰς TOV αἰῶνα 


C2DW fam 18 Ath. 


αμαρτιας 


ερχέται 


Thereagainst in this chapter at 111. 10 D ὦ with ff both seem to go 


wrong and leave the common Latin base, for they agree with most 
Greeks in ἐθεράπευσεν, while ΚΠ εἰ w" have εθεραπευεν confirmed by a ὦ 
cefgr,ilqvg boh syr. So far we have thought that these Latins and KII 
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were aberrant, but behold W Sod*" witness to εθεραπευεν, so that it is 
either basic or they got it from the Latin. The latter seems pretty sure for 
in the next verse W gives (alone, abstrusé Sod. de D) wor for εθεωρουν 
and holds λέγοντες of NDK only (dicentes Jatt) for λέγοντα of the rest to 
agree with πνευματα ta axaOapta. And ver. 15 jin has an addition only 


known to ace. 
Mark : ᾿ A 
iv. 1. και npEato παλιν DW (209) 2°° Sod it?! sah aeth 


ibid. προσ (pro παρὰ) DW [non min vid] et latt “ad” 
ibid. W controls D’s Greek here beautifully for D®" says ὁ λαος 
opposite turba of d and all latt. W does not agree with 
D*", showing turba and not populus to be basic. Orig'™ uses 
populus however, probably retranslating D’s ὁ λαος, so that D 
and ὦ at one time were separate as I supposed, for Orig"* here 
is against all Latins. 
ibid. Observe W in the rest of the verse. 
4. —eyevero DE(W) Sod*” it (praeter a) vg 
5. Observe aliud ὦ et latt et Gr pl addo contra αλλα D™ 88 2” al.. 
pauc. and caecidit d rell against ἔπεσαν D* Sod"! 
ibid. emt Ta πετρωδη RE indoor Sod) BS lati 
ibid. καὶ ott (pro orov) | DW it” (και σπου B a? soli) 
10. οὐ μαθηται αὐτου (pro οἱ περὶ avtov συν τοῖς dwdexa) DW 
Sod?” fam 13 28 2°° it omn ( praeter f) syr sin diatess [non pesh|. 
ibid. τις ἡ παραβολή avtn DW Sod fam 13 28 2° itm εὐ Γ ug™ (τὰς 
παραβολας NBCLA, τὴν παραβολὴν A unc! ΣΦ etc.) De parabola 
illa vel de parabolis gat aur vg? syr et boh (eee) [των παρα- 
βαλων —eefe sah] 
11. Never (pro ελεγεν) DW [male Sod. de 28] it” 
vbid. λέγεται (pro γινετα) D[non W] > Sod°*: 28 (4 124 2° jztereomn 
16. —opotws DW Sod’ fam 1 fam 13 [non 124-346 | 28 
435 205 604 Paris*’ ἐέ (praeter f gz) (syr) 
This 1s noteworthy because all the important sympathising cursives 
go with DW here, deserting NB which here take different sides: ὁμοίως 
εἰσιν NCLA 267 Sod"*, εἰσιν ὁμοίως B rell. 
iv. 17. καὶ διωγμου (pro ἡ διωγμου) ΠΝ ἡ ταπ(δτάθιος ὦ ©) ig 
19. —ae περι ta λοπα emOupiat = DW 1 28 (cf. Sod? 2906 604) it" 


ibid. akaptrot yuovTat DW Sod? 124 it”! boh™™"s 
cdef ffir (prob.; mut a) 
721. awterat (pro epxetat) D sah boh (accendit et 


καίεται " ἣ W fam 18 afferet aeth) [ἐρχεται Gr 
omn rell et minn syr | 


adfertur. απτεται has a double meaning. Here probably D® holds an original base and 
d ‘‘accenditur ” is not basic, yet it must have so gone through the Latins to W who has 
καιεται With fam 13, and not amrera. Aeth conflates. Sah boh follow the Latin, but 
not syr pesh (hiat sin). 
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iv. 29. 


30. 


94. 


90. 


ἐὐτά. 


37, 


ibid. 


38. 


359. 
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Note here that W Sod’ b e seem to hold the base οταν init. 
tantum, although D withd ac f ff g,i lq vg aeth write καὶ 
οταν, and NB rell gr οταν δὲ with syr and copt. 

Similarly W ὁ ὁ jom NBCLA for πως here, against τινι of 
DA unc” ΣΦ Sod” the other Latins and copt syr arm aeth goth 
Orig. It is possible here however that W ὁ ὁ changed with 
NBCLA to avoid redundancy from ev tux following, for D ete. 
reverse below and substitute ev moa for ev τινι. Origen has 
Twt...ev τινί Which is probably the original Egyptian Greek, 
(cf. boh). 


. Similarly πολλαῖς is omitted by W b ce and C**"LASS some 


min and syr aeth boh arm, while found in NB etc, and in D 

rell latt but in differing positions. 

There is a sharp division here, for while DW e ff, 7 q r (eis, 

mut a) and Origen read emedvey avtas, NB rell gr, verss and 

other Latins including ὦ ὁ read eveAve πάντα (one sah MS 114 

omits both zavta and avtas). 

καὶ αφιουσιν Tov οχλον Kat (pro καὶ αφεντες Tov οχλον) DW 

Sod” fam 18 28 2° 604 be de ffi q r (mut a) contra rell. 

Observe W : καὶ apa πολλοι σαν μετ αὐτου 

ὁ (r*) et stemaul multi erant cum eo 

et multae naves simul erant cum illo b 

et aliae naves simul erant cum illo 6 

et aliae naves multae simul erantcumillo ἢ), 

et multae simul naves erant cum illo 7% q, 7 (om naves 7%, 
hiat a) 


ordo tantusdem 


Sod”? 2°° kat Ta adda Ta οντα πλοια μετ αὐτου 
D_ και αλλαι δε πλοιαι πολλαι NFAY μετ αὐτου | (— simul) 
d etaliae autem naves multae erant cum illo 
μεγαλη avenwou BDULA Sod fam 1 fam 18 2”° 604 be d ff, 
grit hlqr6 vg magna venti 
All Latins are accounted for except a (missing) f and e; 
f goes with goth and A avewou peyadn, but e is found as usual 
in company with W. e magn? venti and W μεγαλου avepov. 
So in the next clause among all the Greek variations W alone 
with εἰσεβαλλεν practically follows e inmittebantur, but in 
the last part of the verse while N* e omit wore dy 
γεμιζεσθαι to πλοιον W does not do so, but has wate avto 
non γεμιζεσθαι. 
— non Sod***it™ (praeter a) et d contra D* et contra A* vg aeth. 
(Om claus S* e, non W) 
διεγείραντες (pro διεγειρουσιν. «καὶ vel eyeipovow. . και) DW 
Sod 28 2° 604 (eyespavtes fam 13) it" 
Observe ἐγερθεὶς (pro διεγερθει)ὺ DW [non Sod | fam 13 21 28 
51 217 604 Paris” al? Sod*':* e surgens (pro exsurgens re//) 


Mark 


Τ bid. 


ibid. 


iv. 40. 


bid, 


118. 


thid. 


. ἢ θαλασσα Kat οἱ ἀνεμοι 


. γερασηνων 
. >avOpwros εκ των μνημείων 


. > 0s εἰχεν THY κατοικησιν 
«νυκτὸς δὲ καὶ nuepas (-- καὶ διάπαντος init) 
. Tb σοῦ ονομα -Ἐεστιν 
. ἐστιν μοὶ ονομα λεγ. 


. — TOV ἐσχήκοτα τον λεγ. 


). avT@ Tw δαιμ. (pro τω δαιμ.) 


. Wa απέλθη (pro απελθειν) 
. +orte (ante ἔλεησεν ce) 


. —€&Y TW πλοιω 


. τίς (pro εἰς) 
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Kat Tn θαλασσὴ καὶ εὐπεν (pro Kar εὐπὲεν TH BOaracon) DW 
fam 1 2” 604 at” 

Observe φιμωθητι tantum W bc e ff against σιωπα Kat φιμωθητι 
D sah boh vgs" and σιωπα πεφιμωσο NB rell d f lq etc. W 
holds φιμωθητι of D but goes with ὦ ὁ e ff in suppressing one 
of the expressions. 
λεγει W et N° soli gr it”! vg [non Ddae b] 
Observe in the clause τι δείλοι ἐστε ουτως πῶς οὐκ EXETE πίστιν, 
where NBDLA it copt aeth omit ουτως, and substitute ουπὼ 
for πως οὐκ, W retains ovtws eliminating anything further: 
τι δίλοι EgTaL ουτως εχεταῖ πίστιν, While e g omit both and have 
only quid timidi estis habete (habetote q) fidem. 

050 
oe aoa Rell av. και Oar. 


CEPFYCTHNWN W 
DW Sod 273 2°° 604 Sod’ 
bedefiqrarm goth sah (om εκ των pv. syr sin) 
DW 2°° 604 a bce 
[At this point W drifts away from D. | 


Kat ἡ θαλασσα Kat οἱ ἀνεμοι 


NBD itt vg 


D it?! (sed W 
postea dvatravtos add.) 
D (Sod'***) latt [non W] 
D 372 (B latt) non W 
D 17* 27 latt syr sin [non W, sed W 
om antea et καθημενον (ut A oc ὁ δ) et ἐιματισμενον (ut 2°" ge) | 
D latt [non ΝΥ] ef ad ver. 15 
avtov τον dai. 1) [non ἊΝ] 
[At this point W drifts away from e. | 
D 372 latt et e [non ἊΝ] 
npEato παρακαλεῖν (pro tapexare.)  D it? [non W be] 
D [non W, om claus 6] ὃ ¢ ἃ β΄; go (ὃ 
syr pesh [non copt | 
1) Sod°”® fam 1 28 47 2”* 604 Sod’? [non W | 
sed it°™ et e (praeter f 8) 
DN Sod fam 18 28 955. 604 
Paris” Sod’ [non W] latt ‘“‘ad” 
DW 348 ce it vg quidam [non ὃ] quis a? 
(is Ὁ): EPXETAIEIC 
EPXETAITIC 
EPXETAIIC 
ex errore perantiquiss. 


προς avTov (pro em αυτον) 


+ Tisch is not nearly accurate enough as to 2”. 


I hope Gregory will make this 


right in the next edition. 


t Above, 


at ver. 17, where all and W have np£aro παρακαλειν, D 225 372 2°° 604 Sod¢* d 


and a have παρεκαλουν. 
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wbid. --ονοματι laepos Dade ffz ὃ, sed W Sod’ 2° 604 syr sin 
ὦ ονομα laetpos pro ονοματι ἴαειρος. 
[ἰνϊα. Most curiously D d and 6 omit wer avtov; not so W which 
here deserts e exceptionally, but W just before this begins to 
abandon e, and this is emphasised as we proceed. | 
v. 23. --σῦλλα “Ὁ s** Sodaattuor(non 050] be d ffilg|[non W aef 920g] 
ibid. eXOe (pro wa edBwv) D [non ἊΝ | ἐξ praeter a 6 syr (cf. 157) 
(25. yuvn absque τις NABCLAW latt" (contra Dd af rell gr 
syr arm goth et Sod !! +71) 
26 init. ἡ πολλα παθουσα D [non Wl] bcdf ff, i 7 quae... 
(Om. ἡ vel και NE 4) 
- παρ᾽ DW Sod? fam1 11 28 68 220 2”° 604 Sod" latt 
Φ (ra υπαρχοντα αὑυτης) 
28 267 (παντα τα εαυτης) 
27. και ἡψατὸ OD latt 
28, --οτι 28 88 372 2°° b eet it [non DW ἃ [1 reli gr] 

I mention this because DW are so tinged with coptic that 
they might have added this xe from coptic, while 28 33 2”° 
follow all the other Latins, headed by ὃ, and e contradicts W 
here. But vv 27/33 are very involved and impossible to solve. 

ibid. Tov matiov (pro των watiov) ND 33 it vg boh*". 
30. Tis ἡψατο των ἱματίων μου (pro Tis μου ἡψ. των ww.) D wt vg 
[non W ὁ rell gr] 
36, axovaas [non tapaxovoas| AD Sod’ plur minn omn latt 
omn (praeter e) vg copt syr. 
This against NBLA* and W e only, an ‘“‘ improvement.”’ 


37. παρακολουθησαι avTw D* it"! sequi se (ακολ. avtw 33 Sod'***) 
αὐτῶ παρακολουθησαι (W) fam 1 28 124 2”° 604 d fr σα gat αἱ. 
παρακολουθησε sic tantum W 
avTw cuvakorovOnaat E?' Paris”, et avrw axon. AKTI al. paue. 
μετ QUTOU συνακολ. NBCLA ὁ goth (syr) 
μετ AUTOU AKON. AUT@ boh 

38. -- καὶ (post θορυβον) D unc’ latt [non W Sod? | 

40. init. ov δὲ D 604 tt (praeter 7) 

ibid. avtos δε NBCDLA Sod?” 33 Paris®’ Hust 48 it 
(praeter e) vg [o de We rell gr et Sod™*| 
ibid. τους οχλους e&w D it (Rell παντας et W, vel αἀπαντας) 
ibid. τους μετ avtov +ovtas D it ug (τους eavtou tantum W 124, — μετ᾽) 
ibid. evcetropeveto D 2” it (pro εἰσπορευεται W rell; 
εἰσπορευονται M 33 273 Paris®’ Sod'*** 1 vg’) 
41. την χείρα D latt 
ibid. θαβιτα D (latt) 
42. nv de (pro nv yap) D 179 2°° it vg [non ἊΝ] 
43. -- πολλα Dj οἷν it”! [non W] 
Vi. 3. οὐχί καὶ (sec loco pro Kat οὐκ) D(a) it?! 
7. προσκαλεσαμενος D fam 1:2? 8 ae 


at 


15. 
. και eBarev D [non W | Sod”? fam 13 28 2Ρ 004 αὖ ἃ ffrir 
«πιοτὸ D[ non W [28 131179 245 262 273 892 αἱ Sod? cdf ffrilug 
. quaerebat abcdiqr et C* e&yre (pro ἡθελεν NBD* 


ibid. 


25. 


26. 
rl 


bid, 
31. 
92. 


94, 
36. 


37. 
38. 
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. ἀπεστείλεν avtous (-- ηρξατο)  D 2”° at?! 
. ous D 2°° (Jatt) [e is missing after this | 
. —Tov ὑποκάτω D 33 2°° 604 Sod"? it (praeter c) απο tantum 


Paris” 


: ἐκηρυσσον dd it™ vg et W unc" et ΣΦ Sod minn et Paris”, 


contra εκηρυξαν NBCL et Τ) 5 A® copt et Sod’! Vide v. 25, 40. 


. ἀλείψαντες D it?! 
. sanaverunt ὦ b ff iq r contra εθεραπευον D** NBW rell gr 


(N.B.—The tenses are so mixed up in verses 12 and 13 
between the Latins and Greeks that the ‘‘true”’ text cannot 
be distinguished. εθεραπευσεν 16 hoc loco, vide rell) 


. 0 Bartiatns DSW Sod 5 fam 13 28 33 56? 57 58? 65 


70 122 237 604 Hust 54 55 it vg sah (pro o βαπτιζων) 
—mpodyntns ws Dbcecd ffi (a) 


W rell gr omn f fo l vg copt) 


. Observe D* καὶ yevouerns δε (4 Et cum dies) sed Sod? 255 


2P° 604 a ὃ ὁ ff γενομενης Se 
-- οτε Dabdfqvg (But cf some lat and vg 
which begin the verse Ht cum dies opportunus for the Greek 
genitive abs., thus already, as it were, having supplied this ore. 
But ὁ has: facta autem opp. die and a: die autem opportuno. 
— evdews DLJ 1-209 p** 892 it?’ bok (the latter has 
peta σπουδης following, which D a ὦ ci q r omit) 

This whole verse is most curiously treated by the different 
authorities, showing great basic difficulty. W while having 
evOus μετα σπουδὴς plunges into direct oration, omitting ἡτήσατο 
λεγουσα or εὐπὲν altogether (compare also Sod’). Evan 28 
omits emt mwvaxt with 213 ὁ vgs* only (but D d omit in 
Matt. xiv. 8!). 
Kab δια τοὺς avaK. D Sod**" it (praeter c) vg 
adda (pro και ἐγυϊ.) ΤῸ 2° 604 it°™ (praeter ὃ q [hiant ὁ 17) 
syr pesh diatess |Soden places adda in his upper notes or 
margin. The persian omits copula. | . 
—o βασίλευς DW Sod’ fam 1 28 251 2° aS" 604 syr sin it vg 
εὐκαίρως ELYOV Dist 
Kav avaBavtes εἰς το πλοιον ἀπηλθον εἰς ἐρῆμον τοπον κατιδιαν 
(pro και arn. εἰς ερημ. TOT. τω πλοιω κατιδ.) Dit? etal[nonb= 
et abierunt in desert. loc. secreto {-- in navi) ] e¢ sah (boh NBLA) 


em avtous (pro em avtots) NBDE [non 28] 245 253 Sod! 4 
it” vg 
eyyloTa 1) 604t¢tvgproximas (Wet rell gr κυκλω) 


και aTrOKp. D it” og 
Kat Neyer Di it? vg (om b) 


188 


Mark 


vi. 39. 
41. 
45. 

tbid. 


(vi. 47. 
vi. 47. 


48. 
ibid. 


50. 
ibid. 


51. 


. διαπεράσαντες + εἰκειθεν 
. ἐπέγνωσαν ... 


. φερειν (pro περιφερειν) 


. πλατείαις (pro αἀγοραις) 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


κατα την συνποσιαν (pro συμποσια συμποσια)ὺ Dit? vg (om. asyr 
sin [inaccurate ᾳ Sod]) (συνποσια semel LiW al. pauc et Paris*’) 
κατεναντι αὐτῶν (pro autos)  D it (praeter c) vg 
+ εξεγερθεις Di 
Tpoayew (προσαγειν D* Paris”)+avrov D Sod aliq it vg 
verss et Orig. 
+7anat D fam 1 28 251 Sod®* a ὃ dt gz) 
ev eon Tn θαλασσὴ (pro ev μεσω THs Oadacons) D 2° it vg 
(in medio mari [d mare], non maris) (om claus c) 
Kat ἔλαυνοντας (pro ev Tw ἔλαυνειν) TD 2”° 604 it”! (Sod?*"er. — και) 
— 7 pos avTous DW Sod” 2 a bcd ffo ir (contra rell et 
verss al.) 
— yap avTov εἰδον D Sod®® 2°° 604 zt vg 
προς avtous (pro wet avtwv) D 33 604 Paris’ (αυτοις 2°°) 
αὐ ὦ ΕΣ ὃ qr (illis b) Om. Sod* 
Observe how in the following verse, where λίαν is omitted by 
DW Sod 1 28 604 [non 2°], b has only abundantius for λίαν 
The O.L. have plus magis or magis plus (c), but 
this can very well equal ex περίσσου (or περίσσως as D 2”, 
περισσος 604, εκπερισσως 1) without λίαν. b appears very basic 
here and W agrees, which Ms has not been with D regularly 
for some time. 


εκ “ππερίισσου. 


Dit 

περίιδραμοντες δὲ (vel και περιδρ.) | pro εἐπύγνοντες 
D 2° 604 it vg (®) 

DM Sod”™ 1. 2°* e* 604 Sod? * am 
De i 


oe «περιεδραμον] 


-Ἐπερίφερον yap avTovs οπου αν nkovaav 


D 2°° 604 latt 


(vil. 2 fin. κατεγνωσαν 1), al. ἐμεμψαντο, it (praeter ὃ) vituparaverunt. 


vii. 4 


(bid. 
6. 


thid 


Ne) 


13. 
17. 
τ 


tbhid. 


. OTHONTAL 


Observe ὃ omits with NB etc etc.) 

+oray wow DW ic™ lati 

+avtou (ante κρατειν) D [non W| it” vg [non ὃ e}) 

Kat εὐπτεν (pro ws yeypartat) Ddi (604c¢ ff, dicens) et ws εἰπεν 
1 2°° cs evrev Sod”? vid cum a b qui dixit (conflate syr sz) 


«ἄπεστι (pro ἀπέχει) Li Sod®? 2° ClemBom et Alex [att et A (male 


Sod Z) απεστὴ (D* adeotnxev, a corruption of απεστὴ for 

ἄπεστι, and a comparatively late one, for even a has est, as 

d opposite D*. For ἀπέχει W has eyeu.) 

D*W Sod fam 1 28 2°° (Cronin) it syr sin (pro 

TNPNTNTE) 

+7 pwpa (post Tn Tapadoce: υμων) 10 ἡ 

την παραβολὴν (pro περι της TapaBorns) NBDLA3B3 Paris” it vg 

εἰς τὴν καρδιαν avTov (pro auTou εἰς τὴν Kapdiav) DA 265 latt 

[αὐτου εἰς την διανοιαν W; —avtov 238 245 al? ] 

εἰς τον οχετον (pro εἰς Tov adedpwva) D (it vy communiter in 

secessum) Cf. syr sin. 


Mark 


t vii. 20. 


διά. 


bo bo 
Ht bo 


bo 
Or 


Se) 
Ne) 


cw ὦ 
eS © 


he 


14. 


16. 
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As exeva follows in 
D* it shows that d 
is more consistent 
than 10. 


quae..exeunt (pro To. .εκπορευομενον) 
it vg et ἃ [non D* | 
exeiva (pro exetvo) Dit vg 


. πλεονεξία DW 28 latt syrr 
. —Kal σίδωνος DLWA Sod”? 28 2°° it”! Orig"® syr sin 
. To θυγατριον (—autys) NDWA Sod” 1 13 28 179 273 2” g&* 


604 al! et Sod** Latt non expr. 


29. >vmaye δια τουτον (τον om. D) λογον D fam 1 2°° 604 


Sod'**° C4) ot?! syr pesh 


. εἰς Tov (om. D) otxov (—autns) DW 1 28 Sod! b fling 
. λθεν δια σιδωνος (pro Kat σιίδωνος ηλθεν) NBDLA Sod *°33 2” 


604 latt boh et Sod**! (vide vii. 17 contra hos). (Om σιδωνος 
Paris*’) 


. παρεκαλοὺυν (pro παρακαλουσι)ὺ 85 d et latt (contra D* 


rell gr) syr (et παρεκαλεσαν copt aeth) 


. ev exewvats +6¢ DW Sod vid 28 604 it” goth syr sah 


nec haberent latt, but d et non habentibus eis and DW Sod?* 
2P° 604 Kat μη ἐχοντων auTwr. 


. ἐπὶ Tov oxAov - τοῦτου ~=——CD (Latt) (ef. 1, Sod'®* #47587 TauraA 14) 
. Kat απολυσαι avTous νήστεις εἰς oLKoY (Om εἰς οἰκον Sod?*® "1. 2 Qre 


604 δ) ov θέλω μη (μηποτε 2°) εκλυθωσιν εν TN οδω [ pro Kat εαν 
(om εαν E157) απολυσω αυτοὺυς νηστεις (- εως W) εἰς οἰκον avt@v 
εκλυθησονται ev τὴ οδω] 1) 2°° 604 a ὦ ζ΄, ig 7, sed cf. Matt] 
συνζητειν συν avtw [0 it vg “cong. cum eo” (d omits as do 
A 6 but only because of the quaerentes ab illo immediately 
succeeding). Coptic expresses this σὺν but not W. 

A very interesting place. Ordinary text: καὶ εἰ μὴ eva aptov 
ουκ εἰχον μεθ εαυτων εν Tw πλοιω. This double Greek negative 
is generally understood to mean that they had in the boat a 
loaf, but only one. Syr sim alone read it: ‘“‘for not one loaf 
was there with them in the boat.’ W understood it quite 
the other way, reading, exceptionally with 28 2°° 604 (fam 1 
13), eva μονον ἔχοντες aptov μεθ erut. εν Tw TA. (Cf. Sod’? ?), 
D and the Latins follow suit, omitting ove, but not having the 
participial eyovres of W. I call attention to the matter at this 
place because the Latins are not only agreed, but some: ὃ ὁ ὦ 


ff, tq 7 supply quem as if reading APTON ON, which D does 


not, so that this may be basic and the ON have dropped out of 
Greek after aptov. If so these Latins all precede the Greek. 
The other explanation would be that ON crept into the 
Greek, but no codex seems to exhibit it. 

—reyovtes NBDW fam 1 28 2” 604 [non Sod] it” sah 


} This is a very curious place, for all Greeks syr and copt seem agreed as to the 


singular, 
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"viii. 17. ἐστιν or εἰσι for ἔχετε sec. D Sod’ 2° latt (except f gz 1 vg), 


syr copt [non ἐχετε expr poss | 
19. —aAnpes fam 18 237 259 h** Paris” a ὃ ὁ d (contra D*) 
Hrtkar 
20. ποσας σφυριδας κλασματων YD (Sod° 2°° 604) latt?! 
24. ws devdpa περίπατουντας (—et otvet opm) ΟΜ’ Sod?” fam 1 
al?++ latt™ contra SBC*ALM*NXITAIIZ® unc® minn™ goth. 
Yet the minority have the shorter text with all the versions 
but goth. Of course coptic introduces with xe but this comes 
before βλέπω, and ope is absent as in arm aeth and syr as well. 
Does this place really mean that DW Jatt derive from one 
stem, while NB and all the rest from another? Or is it a 
chance place where opw appeared redundant to all Latins 
Copts Armenians Syrians and Aethiopians but only to DWC?M? 
of Greeks? That would be very curious. Examine the 
cursives. . 
25. This is followed immediately by a most unusual little place. 
D begins the verse και παλιν and d with b ct f2ik qr aeth syr 
sin: Et iterum. The other Greeks have evra παλιν and a has 
deinceps ( —iterum), the other few Latins and vg = deinde iterum. 
In a bilingual like our Latin ὦ the place would appear thus: 
EITANAAINEN ETITERVM IM 
EOGHKENTACX EI PA POSVITMANVS 
ENITOYCO®GAAMOYC SVPEROCVLOS 
From this it would thus appear that €1TA and €T might be confounded. 
Thus we are getting closer to the cardinal point. Did Greek get evra 
from confusion of eye as to the Latin €T before ITERVM or did Latin get 
€T from confusion of eye as to Greek esta? At first sight it looks more 
like a Greek overflow on to the Latin, but our previous training in the 


history of these matters urges us to walk warily. And first notice that - 
D obtains his «az (alone of Greeks) from his Latin d. Which is earlier, 


Latin or Greek? True, coptic goes with the Greek, bohairic reading 
τ ἃ. ON, and sahidic πδίλιπ on but in sah observe καὶ and eta are 
omitted as in syr pesh 202. But how does syr sin stand? Syr sin adds 
the καὶ thus ->aha = et iterum, but --Ξαὸν in syriac also stands for Deinceps 
as well as [terwm. 

Secondly, observe that our training as to the witness a proves to be 
sound. ὦ is quite independent of the other Latins. In this case, instead 
of Deinde iterum of vg f l, a writes Deinceps alone, agreeing practically 
with syr pesh arm and sah. 

The explanation of a syriac base where Deinceps and Iterwm may be 
considered interchangeable I think is perhaps beside the mark here, for in 
St. Mark our choice of base seems to le between the Latin and the 
Greek. But as to the age of the readings sy7 sin comes in as a witness 
to show that the καὶ initio was present when he copied his ms. The 


+ All these have et cterum except ὁ exceptionally et rursus. 
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diatess arab also has the και: ‘“‘ And he placed his hand again on his 
eyes,” placing tterwm later as in aeth. 

I must leave my readers to judge this place in the light of all the other 
collateral evidence in other passages, observing only that while ὁ d k remain 
together here, which is always significant, (+¢ ff, ἡ ᾳ 7), W* goes with the 
other Greeks for evra, but W after chapter v. presents quite a mixed text. 

Observe at the end of the same verse that D it: wate αναβλεψαι are 
a unit against all the rest. 


Mark 
vil. 25. 


26. 
27. 


94. 


10: 


ibid. 
19 
20. 

thid. 


wate αναβλεψαι Ditvg (Rell aliter sed variant plurimum 
inter se) 
Cf Latin treatment here (except ὁ Δ) and the rest. 
>evar ot avOpwroo D a f l q vg Tert Ambr. (ὁ me esse 
dicunt hom.) 
—avtos DAXW it". I place this here although Orig and 
Orig™ (with f l q vg) oppose, because A supports D, and W 
now comes in to support X, a thoroughly graeco-latin tribe 
DAXW. Mr. Sanders does not group it in his list of select 
readings of W (see his p. 74), but it has some importance. 
(Sod°’ ™. κε πεν o Ko.) 


. 0s 0 αν 10 (prooa yap av) bcd ffxi k qr (oc av Sod*) 
ix. ὦ: 


avayet DW? 2"°, ducit d ff, k**? ὁ 1 q et ὃ super A* avadeper, 
duxit abc fg vg, du...r [αναφερει NB rell et WEY 
rell gr ; insefuit k | 


. nrOev (pro eyeveto sec.) Dal. ἐξ vg (praeter δ) 
. OTAV εκ νεκρῶν αναστὴ (pro To εκ νεκρ. αναστηνα) DW fam 1 


(fam 18) it”! vg 


. > Tpetov dew D it” aeth 
. (pr. loco) προς αὐτοὺς (pro περὶ avtovs) D it" ad eos (k aput 


eos, g cum illis) (syr). [Soli fl g vg circa eos]. 
αυτους (pro Tous γραμ.) NBDLWA 1. 28 2?¢ 7™ (exc. a) 
syr sin. 
ev us (pro προς αὐτου) Dit”. (Variant rell.) 
init. Kat (pro o δε) DW Sod” min alig it” boh aeth 
— προς avTov D it! vg 
puerum (p70 avtov quart.) it?! et Sod” fam 13 [non 124] 28 °° 
(et sah MpwsxLe = τον avOpwrov) [non Dd fl vg; om W] 


. πα καὶ 860. DIW Sod’ min alig it” et copt syr 


[contra morem graec. καὶ εἰς TUp...Kat εἰς υδατα] 


. avtoy post πολλακις AC?7DNXITIT wnc® et ΣΦ it vg 


[contra NBC*LAY a] 


. βαλλει (vel eBarev) post viata VD it” vg 
. Habent πιστευσαι Gr pl et it? vg 

. Ὁ τὴ απιστια μου D late”! 

5. και οτε εἰιδεν D latt 


+ at αὐτου D(A) δ [non 2° Cron. male vid Sod] 
Sod? 1178 at vg syn 


37. 
39. 


41. 

48. 
ibid. 
[49. 


de 
24. 
27. 
91. 


ibid. 


ebid. 
32. 


. περίεκειτο (pro περικειται) 
. >ews τὴν Oar. εβληθη 

. τῇ αἰωνίον 

. πέραν tantum 


. TUVEPXETAL παλιν ὁ οχλος 
. πουμιν 

. ετίϑει.. καὶ 

. Om apas τον σταυρον 
. EOTUYVACGED . . Kal 

. τούτω TH λογω 


. ηγγιζεν (pro ηγγιζουσιν) 


. -π-εἰς αυτὴν 
. -- αὑτοῖς 
. ἐεστρωννυον 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


. καφαρναουν NBDAWY it vg copt syr (καπερφαρναουμ Sod’) 
3. Neyer fam, ait it” vg et d contra D*, ὃ contra A* [Sod negl. lat | 
. ἐν To ον. (proemt) DW 69 73 247 Sod*” Evst 44 latt in nomine 
. alt (pro εὐπεν) 
.= ταχυ 


it?! et d contra D® et ὃ contra A* [non f i k] 
F*W fam 1 Sod 28 2° it?! et d [contra D*] 
syr sin arm 
DW 
D latt 
D it 
DGA et W Sod min™ iat vg 
(variant inter se al.) 
D Sod (213 2°*) it”. Cf. W 28 al. 
DW fam 18 28 349 al* bc ἃ 5. k r arm 
D(W) qpmult syr 
NBCDAYW Sod? 1088 Qre ἐφ vg 
D qpout syr 
D Sod™ fam 13 2° it?! syr 


cf. latt 


Cf ord. Dab ἃ ffo 


. πῇ γυναικα NBDAW Sod?” it! Clem Orig" | Habet V cum rell | 
30 init. qui (pro ear) 


Latt (praeter k et non) et D*® 

os av, os ov Sod®®® 28 [non W | 2°° 604 goth aeth. 

BDAWW3 Sod 1 2°° Sod'**3 ae?! 

DW Sod™ vid 1 28 2”¢ 604 al’ Sod™4 

et [txt] vt” boh pers 

D Sod” a bed ff, 4 ἢ boh” syr™* 

— de DW Sod’? ρὲ Sod)" it?! syr sin diatess sah ἢ 

(pr loco) ἐστιν (pro ectat) NBC*DLAWYW Sod” it! vg copt 

ou δὲ λεγουσιν τω TUPAw (pro Kat φωνουσιν Tov τυῴλον λέγοντες 
αὐτως) D (20 αὖ ἃ frig) 

D it (praeter a) (ηγγισεν 13 Sod'**) 

-- εἰς βηθφαγη D 604 it?! Orig 1/2 sed contra 1/2"° 

D it™" sah” aeth 

D: Sod οι 

DW Sod” fam 1 [non 118] al. abe @ ff, vk 


—oaov 5860. 
— αὐτῷ 


ot (+2Xor7r0t) dexa 


13. (Cf D latt) 

λημψεσθε D Sod®® 1 2° 604 Sod**" latt Cypr 

ερχεται DX 09. ϑοα it?! 

τι εὐπωμεν (ante εαν εἰπωμεν)ὺ D® Sod’ fam 18 28 [non W 
= ott cay εὐπωμεν]) 2°° 604 a ὁ cd β΄, i (k) r et Sod [tat] 

Ἔημιν (post eper [Neyer D* b1]) DM W Sod 1 13 2”° 604 Sod'*** 

it syr 
AC*LMSXA al. et WY it et d [contra 1)5:] 
D (φοβουμεν D*) NW2(¥ ?) Sod? al. it” vg 


— OU) 


φοβουμεθα 


{+ Tisch and Horner neglect to mention 2?¢, 


As W joins 28 for this Latin omission 


+ syr sin it shows that it is very old. 
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Mar 
ii ibid. ηδεισαν (pro eyov) DW Sod 2° (ovdaci 604) it arm 
ΧΙ. 2. δωσουσιν (pro λαβη) 192} 
7. --εκεινοι Di 
14, +ecre ovy ἡμῖν et © CDMNW2®@3 al. it”! 
(ibid. -- δωμεν ἡ μη δωμεν D 8 
18. venerunt b it” [sed d k veniunt cum D* reli gr] 
19. exn (pro καταλιπὴ) DW 28 (604) it”! syr sen (cf. Luc xx. 27) 
20. απεθανεν και (pro αποθνησκω) DW 1 28 (2°) 604 al. it vg 
syr copt 
28. -- πάντων vel racov DW Sod” 2”° al. pauc. it” syr sin 
36. ὑπο ποδιον ἀξ plur Sod” et latt (contra ΒΌΣΨ 28 
Sod'**" yrroxatw) 
37. >ndews avtov nk. Dbd ffrilrvg 
40. ot κατεσθιουσιν (pro οἱ κατεσθιοντες)ὺ D fam 1it vg (¢f syr copt) 
ibid, +Kxat oppavev DW fam13 28 2a bed ff2g2ztqr syr 
hier [none k| Male Sod de latt. 
ibid. -- καὶ (ante tpopace)  D it (praeter 6) vg 
42, ελθουσα δε D Sod? 2°° 604 tt vg boh” sah Orig 
ibid. -- πτωχὴ DESod es 2 at 


(xii. 1 fin. 


. —Tev βαλλοντων 


W fam 113 [non fam] 28 248 Sod! 14” 
it [non ad k| syr sin 
D it”) 


+ Tov tepou 


(2. αὐτοῖς (proavtw) YD Sod'**! it?! sah" et βλέπετε D it”. 
Cf Matt) 

2 fin. -Ἐ και δια τρίων nuEepwv αλλος ἀναστήσεται avev χείρων 1) et W 
[non 205] ἐξέ omn et e k Cypr (praeter lq vg) 

8. --εσονται sec. DW Sod” 213 2Ρὲ 604 οι" 55 41° 1443 ct vg syr sin 

19. θλέψεις ovat οὐκ eyevovto τοίαυται = D(@) 115 2°°299 Sod? 231178 
latt. 

. —s (vel nv) exticev 0 Geos 1) Sod? 27 265 2° Sod}9 1443 20] 


. τοῦ ἴσου pro avtov prim. [lect. negl. Sod | 
. ἀμὴν (-- δε) 

. Aeye (pro εἰπεν) 
. Aeyet (pro edn) 


D it”! 
ACFHMUWX Sod” al. it (praeter a) 
DY Sod®® ρὲ 604 Paris®’ latt 
DY Sod it ug 

W 1 18 2°¢ 604 Sod'**") 


(αποκρ. Neyet 


31. eXaXrer NBDLWT? 892 Paris’ zt’ loquebatur (Rell 
eeye) 

35. προελθων NB al. Sod” et it et d contra D®™ plur προσελθων 

36 fin. -Ἐ θέλεις D Sod 2P¢ jt?! vgi® 

47. Kat εἰς W bcd ffi. k qr syr sin (D® καὶ τις) 

50. παντες εφυγον DW Sod” plur latt sah | contra boh SBCLAW | 

53. —avTw NDLAW Sod’? fam 13 [non 124] 2°* 604 ϑοά! 551 


it vg Cf pers 


ἱ Tisch omits to record 28. We see that W supports 28 here against D. Only ak 
of Latins follow Ὁ. 


O 
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xiv. 54. καθημενος (pro συνκαθ.) D it (praeter k) vg 
68. Habent και arextop εφωνησεν D gr plur et latt omn (praeter c) 
72. και npEato κλαιειν Τὴ Sod®*® 2”° it vg et ὃ [contra A* 


και ἐπίλαβων εκλαιεν] 
xy. 1. απηγαγον (pro απηνεγκαν) CDGNW al. et latt (quos vide) 


11. evevcay (pro ἀανεσεισαν) D 2° 7¢°™" (praeter l) sed hiant 
be fig (εποιησαν Sod’) 

12. --ον λέγετε DAW Sod” alig 2°° 604 et Sod'**" latt 

19. ετυπτον avtov Kan. εἰς THY κεφ. D 2°° latt sah 

23. καὶ οὐκ ἔλαβεν D fam 1 latt’™ 

29, οἱ Tapayovtes (pro ot παραπορευόμενοι) LD latt (προαγοντες 2") 

38. εἰς δυο μερὴ Dar 

40. Habent nv Gr plur et it’™ [contra NBL minn™® et vg 1/2 

W-H Sod| 


44, mn (pro παλαι in secloco) BDW οἷ᾽ Sod’ “” Jatt jam...jam 
46 init. o δε wond (pro Kat) D> Sod pauc gr. latt’™ 


xvi. 1. --ελθουσαι D it®' (sed W εισελθουσαι) 
3. STIs NUW αποκυλ. 1) 208. γή 
4. αποκεκυλιίσμενον D Sod 2°° ¢t (revolutum δέ » amotum) 


Notr.—Soden is very obscure in Mark as to W and °°. He merely 
uses a small f as a rule to indicate these “followers” of D. When the 
above list was compiled I was not in possession of the new edition of 
Sod’, TI have since received it and done what I could to add this witness 
properly, and remedy my previous unsatisfactory study of von Soden. 


P.S.—As to the historic presents in St. Mark referred to on pp. 101 
seq. of this essay, refer to Sir John Hawkins’ Horae Syn. p. 213/214, and 
observe what he says of the exceptional use of the historic present 
151 times by the special translator of 1 Kings in the Septuagint. On 
p. 214 he sums up thus: 

“In proportion to the comparative length of their works, no one of 
the many translators or writers of the LXX equals Mark in the frequency 
of this usage, though the translator of 1 Kingdoms is not very far distant 
from him. On the whole then it remains a notable characteristic of 
Mark, though not so exclusively as was claimed in the first edition of 
this book.”’ 

On p. 144 seg. may be seen Sir John’s lists of historic presents in 
Mark where reyes (a2t) occurs very frequently. Have we sufficiently 
considered the frequent use of epyeras in Mark for ηλθεν of the synoptists, 
perhaps growing out of the work of a translator from the indeterminate 
Latin venit ? 


CHAPTER VII. 


CONCERNING THE GREEK OF D AND THE TESTIMONY OF THE 
FATHERS IN ST. MARK. 


“ But if this be true for a single one of the errors examined, we are obliged to admit 
that a Latin translation of the Gospels already existed in Tatian’s time, and, that being 
so, we conclude further that the text which Tatian employed was either an early Latin 
text or the Greek of an early bilingual text. The two hypotheses are not so very far 
apart; and either can be supported from the phenomena exhibited by the variants of 
Tatian’s text; upon the whole, 1 incline to think that a Latin text was employed.”— 
Rendel Harris, ‘ Codex Bezae,’ p. 176/7. 

“ But scholars are only vet on the threshold of these enquiries, and immediate 
results are not to be anticipated. Over-hasty hypotheses and premature generalizations 
will not help in the end: it is to the accumulation of new material, like our Latin 
Clement, and to the patient questioning and cross-questioning of the whole body of 
witnesses, singly and together, that we must look for real advance.”’ (C. H. Turner: 
St. Clement’s Epistle [in ve the Latin version] and the Early Roman Church, p. 249 in 
‘Studies in Early Church History’: Oxford, 1912.) 


(1) As to the Greek of D. 


Another thing which we may observe in the Greek of D (which is 
certainly later than the Latin of d) is that among the harmonies which we 
notice in D with the Greek of Matthew or Luke the points are frequently 
confined to their words, and the process is not so much of tbe nature of 
borrowing phrases as of consulting the synoptic Greek for assistance 
when translating the Latin of Mark into Greek. Thus observe in the 
following instances words substituted, not phrases, as at: 


Mark 
vil. 19. εἰσερχεται et εξερχεται (pro evorropevetat et εκπορ) D* sol (cf 


Matt) 
x. 46. eraitwy (pro προσαιτων vel προσαιτης) Dea God? Orig 
(cf Luc) 
xii. 84. atroénuwr (pro αποδημος) DX Sod” pauc (ut Matt xxv 14) 
xiv. 44. εδωκεν D* sol = Matt xxvi. 48, while d and latt®' = dederat 
in Mark as dedaxe the other Greeks, but ac k retranslating 
the Greek of D = dedit [Sod° δεδωκεν]. 
tbid. onuewov D3 Sod pauc (pro συσσημον) (ut Matt) 
64. δοκεῖ (pro dawetart) D* Sod, and N= [hiat Φ] 28 [but 
not W] 2°* [but not 604] Sod'**" = Matt xxvi. 66 
xv. 10. nde (pro εγινωσκεν) DEW soa ty A Ta. 909 Sod et = 
Matt xxvii. 18 
Observe in this same verse the reference of D is direct, for 
he takes Matthew’s παρεδωκαν, against his d = tradidissent 
oO 2 
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Mark 
(παραδεδωκεισαν Gr. plur) which said παρεδωκαν a rerenders 


tradiderunt. 
xv. 11. εἐπεισαν (pro ανεσεισανῚ D (ϑοαῦδ) 2° μὲ Matt. xxvii. 20 
17. επιτιθεασιν (pro περιτιθεασιν)ὺ 17) et latt (praeter k superpo- 
nunt) cf Matt Jo εἐπεθηκαν. 
36. πλησας (pro γεμισας) D Sod°® 2°604 Sod’? cf Mattxxvii.47 
+47. εθεασαντο (pro εθεωρουνὴ D Sod? 2° cf Lue xxiii. 55 


(2) As to independence of D. 


The above are interesting samples, because D has other perfect 
independence in translation as at: 
11. 21. extovvpartes 1)5 sol (επισυναπτει W) pro εἐπιραπτει (adsuit) 
iv. 15. αφερει D* sol (aprafer NCA ut Matt) pro aiper [et 
Luc| (aufert vel tollit) 
(N.B.—Here it is NCA which borrow from Matthew). 
21. amterar (pro ερχεταῖ vel καιεται) D* sol 
v 19. διαγγελον DW 1 13 28 604 (pro απ- vel ἀαν-αγγείλον rell) 
26. emt To χειρον (pro εἰς το χειρον) D* Sod”? 2604. 
v1. 36. eyyrota (pro κυκλω rell omn gr) D* sol cum 604 (ut proxi- 
mas lat¢™) 


vil, 4. Tnpew (pro κρατειν) 1) 5" sol 
ix. 20. εταραξεν (pro εσπαραξεν vel συνεσπαραξεν) 1)5" sol 
x. 14. παιδαρια (pro παιδια) DP sol (d pueros) 
xi. 32. ἀληθως (pro ovtes) D* sol [Male Sod de δὲ] (Latt vere) 
xii. 14. επικεφαλαιίον (pro κηνσον) D* ϑοα95 124 2°* k (et Soden) 
24, γεινωσκοντες (pro εἰδοτες) D* Orig 
41. καθεζομενος (pro καθισας) D* sol 
ΧΗ]. 7. θορυβεισθε (pro θροεισθε) D* pauc. [but θροεισθε also 
Matt xxiv. 6] 
xiv. 61. ecvevya (pro εσιωπα) D* sol 
xv. 16. καλουσιν (pro συνκαλουσι») 1) 5) sol [contra d convocaverunt | 
22. ἀγουσιν (pro φερουσιν) D* 13 2” (latt perdux. addux. 


et c duxerunt) In Matt eX@ovtes (Aliter Luc Jo) 
29. οὐ mapayovtes (pro ot παραπορευομενο) LD (2° προάγοντες 
nec mutat Cronin, sed παρ ??) 
34. εφωνησεν (pro εβοησεν vel aveB.) [1ὺ sol 
45. παρα (pro amo) D&W Sod 1 124 2°* Sod'33" 


(3) Concerning W and e; concerning the Fathers. 


Suppose that we did not own e. Then the first five chapters in 
St. Mark as represented by W would be absolutely unintelligible to us. 
We would simply think we had got hold of a new Greek recension of 


+ Tisch does not mention 2”° (notaverunt ὁ ὦ ff, 4). Cf also Mark xvi. 11 εθεαθη. 
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Egypt which had somehow influenced } and cin Europe. Instead of 
this, by the help of e we see another state of things altogether, and find 
that b ὁ e were the influences on W. St. Mark’s Gospel is the datk and 
difficult spot in textual criticism. The early quotations from it are 
exceedingly few, and instead of St. Mark standing out as the paramount 
and fundamental text used by the ancients before Origen, we find St. 
Matthew and St. Luke occupy this position in the sub-apostolic 
quotations. Did St. Mark’s Gospel then remain only the European 
standard for one hundred years? Was it in Latin until it reached 
Alexandria via Carthage, or did it reach Alexandria directly in Latin or 
Graeco-Latin? These are the questions which may well exercise us. 
The early Greek quotations are very meagre. I subjoin a few for 
comparison.t The long one from Const‘ *!, combining Luke xii. 35 


T Mark i. 15. petavoerre eyytxe yap ἡ βασιλεια Tov ovpavev.— Const. 5 


ii. 20. Neyer yap που o κυριὸς περι εαὐτοῦ φασκων οταν ἀαπαρθὴ amr αὐτων ὁ 


Luke y. 35). νυμῴφιος νηστευσουσιν εν εκειναις Tats ἡμεραις.---Ἐὐογι8έ".18 
ie euiig Vd SES CLES} ES IES 


A.D. 278 Quid enim ait sermo divinus? Quis enim potest introire in domum 
Mark iii. 27. fortis et diripere vasa ejus nisi illo sit fortior ? ΗΝ 
—‘§, Archel Caschar in Mesop. Epise.’ Galland*°*° 
A.D. 254 Denique cum conversarentur in Galilaea, dixit eis Jesus Incipit filius 
Mark ix. 80. hominis tradi in manus hominum et interficient eum et post triduum 
resurget.— Anon. Lib. de Rebapt.’ Galland**7 


», xiii. 85. wavta τὰ προστεταγμενα vw ὑπὸ Tov κυριου φυλαξατε γρηγορειτε omep 
Luke xii. 35. τῆς (ans ὑμων. Ἑστωσαν αἱ oodves ὑμῶν περιεζωσμεναι Kar οἱ λυχνοι 


KALOMEVOL Και υμεις ομοιοι ανθρωποις προσδεχομενοις TOV κυριον εαὐτῶν ποτε 


ἡξει ἐσπεριὶς ἢ πρῶι adextopopavas ἡ μεσονυκτίου “ἢ yap wpa ov 


προσδοκωσιν ελευσεται O κυριος και εαν αὐτῶ ανοιξωσι μακαριοι οἱ δουλοι 


€KELVOL OTL ευρεθησαν γρηγορουντες OTL περιζωσεται Και ανακλινει αὐτους 


Kal Tapeh Ov διακονησει avuTots * vnpete ουν Και προσευχεσθε μὴ νπνωσαι 


εἰς θανατον....--- Οογιϑέν" 1. 31 
Although a merger of Mark and Luke, the double underlined 
words = distinctly Mark. 
(Matt. xxviii. 1 
John xx. 1 
Luke xxiv. 1 
Mark vile) ———— 
Matt. xxviii. 1/6 τὸ ὑπὸ του Ματθαιου λεχθεν ουτως exer... «ομοιως ο Iwavyns...o Se Λουκας 
JO. ἘΣ. ἡ φησι... «τουτω κατακολουθει καὶ o Μαρκος λεγων * ἡγορασαν apwpuara wa 


»+.kar oe σαββάτων ὡς o Ματθαιος eure * kat πρωιας ert σκοτιας ουσῆς 


Luke xxiii. 56 ελθουσαι ἀλειψωσιν αὐτὸν και λιαν πρωι της μίας σαββατων ερχονται ere 


Mark xvi. 1, 2,6. τὸ μνημειον ἀνατείλαντος Tou ἡλίου " λίαν μεν yap πρωι και ουτος εἰπεν οπερ 


TauToy εστι τω βαθεὸος ορθρου και ἐπήγαγεν ἀνατείλαντος του ηλιου... 


ἡγερθὴ οὐκ εστιν ὡδε.---Π)ίοη ibid. 


xil. 24. δια τουτὸ πλανᾶσθε μὴ εἰδοτες τα αληθὴ των γραφων του εἰνεκεν αγνοειτε 


τὴν δυναμιν του θεου (Mark xii. 24). Pergens e δε τα αληθη τῶν γραφων 


ayvoew αὐτοὺς ὑπεβαλεν δηλὸν ὡς οντων Ψευδων " adda Kat εν TO φηναι 
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and Mark xiii. 35, is interesting as introducing eovepas for oe in Mark. 
The Latins e and k both have vespera (for sero of the rest). Did this 
Latin influence Const, or did the Greek of Const (appearing nowhere else) 
influence 6 and k? Even W has owe, so has D, and d=sero. So that 
ὁ k Const stand apart here from both the DW tradition and the NB rell 


recension. 


Again Dion" gives us the usual text of Mark: 


Mark 


xvi. 1. ηγορασαν apwpata wa ελθουσαι arerfpwow avtov, but Dc d ff 
kn (hiat a) q (hiat b) omit eA@ovea:,—(W has εἰσελθουσαι),-- 
so that the two recensions Alexandrine and European remain 
quite different to the last. 


Clema*, 


A matter of considerable moment occurs at Mark x. 22 which may 
help us. Of course Clement is a free quoter, but here the quotation is 
quite certainly from St. Mark (ταυτα μὲν ev τω κατα Μαρκον ευαγγελιω 
γεγραπται) for Clem begins ὁ de otvyvacas επί TH λογω ἀπηλθε λυπούμενος. 


Mark xii. 29. 
Joe ie 
Mark xvi. 16 


xvi. 17/18. 


Mark viii. 31 or 
Luke xii. 22 


Mark xiii. 22 


yweobe τραπεζιται δοκιμοι, ws δοκιμων και κιβδηλων λογων οντὼν και το. 


evrew * διατι ov νοειτε το εὐλογον των γραφων.. .---Οἴθην Homiii 


ὡς αἱ ypapa λεγουσιν epn axove Ἰσραηλ κυριος ὁ Geos: υμων κυριος εἰς 
ἐστιν (Mark xii. 29).—Clem Homi. This occurs on the next page to 
the foregoing, and probably both are from Mark. 


Reyer yap o κυριος eav μὴ τις βαπτισθηὴ εξ vdatos και πνευματος οὐ μὴ 


εἰσελθη εἰς τὴν βασιλειαν των ουρανων και παλιν oO πιστευσας και βαπτισθεις 


σωθησεται o δε ἀαπιστῆησας κατακριθησεται.---(ΟἸ5 ἐν}. 1 


του Θεου και σωτῆρος ἡμὼων luv Χρυ.. «καθως autos που φησιν... φησιν 


TaglLY ἅμα... .σήμεια δὲ τοις πιστευσάασιν TAVTA παρακολουθησει “Ev TO 


ὀνόματι pov δαιμονια ekBadovor* yAwooats καιναις λαλησουσιν * οφεις apovot 


kav @avacimov τι πιωσιν ov μὴ αὐτοὺς βλαψει emt ἀρρωστους χειρας 


ἐπιθησουσι και Kadws εξουσι.--- Ηρ}. 51 de charism. et Const 1.1 


...€B0a yap πρὸ tov σταυρωθηναι " δει τον υἱον του avov πολλα παθειν 


και αποδοκιμασθηναι VTO τῶν γραμμαάτεων Kal φαρισαιων και σταυρωθηναι 


και TN τριτὴ ἡμερα avactnvar.—Justintyrnd τὸ 


De novo και ev τοις λογοις αὐτου en οτε περι του πασχειν αὐτὸν 
μέλλειν διελέγετο ore Set τὸν υἱον Tov avov πολλα παθειν και αποδοκιμασ- 


θηναι ὑπὸ τῶν φαρισσαιων και γραμματεων και σταυρωθηναι και τὴ TpLTN 


nuepa avactnva.—Justinesrb 100 (Cf Tren) 
In both Mark and Luke ἀποκτανθηναι is used for σταυρωθηναι of 
Justin. 


εἰπε yap...(follows Matt. vii. 15, 1 Cor. xi. 18, Matt. vii. 15)...xae 


Matt. xxiv. 11 ἀναστήσονται πολλοι Ψευδοχριστοι και ψευδοαποστολοι και πολλοὺς TOV 


πιστῶν πλανησουσιν. 


Neither in Mark nor Matt. is ψευδοαποστολοι used. 


D AND THE FATHERS IN ST. MARK, 199 


Already we have had indications in Clem of alost Greek base or of a Latin 
original in v. 34 ἀπελθε εἰς εἰρηνὴν for vraye (mopevov some) εἰς εἰρηνήν. 
Now we come to a much more important point. St. Mark is careful to 
distinguish between xtymata πολλὰ (that which the young man possessed) 
in x. 22, and of τα ypnuata ἐχοντες (generally speaking of others) in x. 23. 
The Greeks are agreed here, except D πολλα χρηματα and 116 χρηματα 
πολλα in ver. 22, but I shall give reasons for thinking that D d do not 
preserve here the original text, but rather that b k have it. Further 
observe that 2°° and 604 do not coincide with D here as they so often do, 
and D is left alone with one cursive 116 about which we hear nothing 
much elsewhere, so that the change from κτήματα to χρημᾶτα was 
probably arbitrary. Now in verse 22 for κτήματα πολλὰ b says multas 
pecuniads ET AGROS and k has multae divitias ET AGROS and Clement = 
χρήματα πολλα και aypous. This, as Barnard points out, is without other 
Greek support. The point to notice first is that Clement has χρήματα for 
κτηματα, but he adds και aypous coinciding with b k of the Latins. 

(f2 [Buchanan] has a kind of conflation of xrnuwara and ypnuata 
writing multas possetsionis et pecuntas.) 

This passage would not mean so much to us if we had not previously 
had the illuminating exhibition of the first quire of Mark in the ms W, 
which provides us with a completely graecised text of the Latin conjunc- 
tion ὦ 6 in Marki.-v. From vi. 9-xil. 37 e is missing, but is replaced by 
k from vii. 8 onwards, so that the combination ὦ k takes the place of 
that of ὃ 6 in the earlier chapters. Now these combinations b e and ὦ k 
point to the old European-African common base of the original Latin in 
St. Mark. And I have stated elsewhere that ὦ 15 probably an older form 
of the d text. We know how largely in other Gospels Clement is 
indebted to the D or ‘‘ western’”’ text whether alone or in combination, 
so that here when he agrees with ὦ it is no accident, and when & confirms 
b, it links up Italy, Carthage and Alexandria. 

We are now at last squarely up against this proposition. Did ὦ and 
k get this reading from translating κτήματα πολλὰ so as to give the sense 
as opposed to χρήματα, or did Clement derive his Greek χρήματα πολλα 
και aypous from the Latin of ὃ αὶ Or are both due to a more ancient 
foundation, Greek, or graeco-latin going behind Clement? To ascertain 
this, or to try to ascertain it, we must enquire what the other Greeks and 
Latins do. 

NBW then and all Greeks (but D) are agreed as to κτήματα moda 
which can be a Greek rendering of multas pecunias et agros, just as well 
as the latter can be a proper translation of κτήματα πολλα. But the fact 
that Clement says χρήματα πολλα καὶ aypous lends force to something 
earlier than the Greek of NBW etc. ἵ 


+ This does not prevent Clem when quoting freely in verse 29 from employing καὶ 
χρήματα to cover ἡ aypovs. 
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As to the other Latins, f q by divitias multas may be translating 
κτήματα TOMA OY χρήματα πολλα, but probably the former. 

ο ὃ al. and vg “ possessiones multas’’ or ‘‘ multas possessiones’”’ clearly 
point to κτήματα πολλα. a = magnam pecuniam, and is rather beside the 
mark. Horner’s note in sah is inadequate, and Tischendorf, as Barnard 
points out, does not properly represent Clement at all. [Soden also 
neglects Clem. | 

But it may be regarded as certain that «tywata πολλα is the settled 
Greek text from 350 4.D. onwards. . Why then should we pay so much 
attention to Clement b and k? For the reason that W in the earlier 
chapters of St. Mark shows us an entirely different Greek recension from 
any other, apparently based upon ὦ e [Clementine quotations here are 
absent| and so, when we meet later the conjunction b k supported by 
Clement’s Greek—and that after W has drifted away to a more conven- 
tional Greek text after chapter v.—we are forced to consider it much 
more particularly than we should otherwise have done. 

To return to D. Here we find πολλα χρηματα without καὶ τους aypous. 
The order doubtless due to that of d : ‘‘multas pecunias.”” Now observe 
that the wording of ὦ is the same: ‘‘ multas pecunias’”’ (differing from the 
wording of all others [Z%sch is wrong as to ff2]|). He (b) merely adds 
“et agros.” Is this a conflation? No. There is nothing to conflate. 
Is it a gratuitous addition? No. For the sense calls for it. It seems 
therefore as if d were the culprit who suppressed “ et agros”’ thinking it 

-an unnecessary amplification. If he did not do this, how then did all 
dhe rest get κτήματα instead of ypnuwata? And how is it that Clem while 
having χρήματα of D b d yet supplies και aypovs with ὁ k? 

We are forced to the conclusion that Clem b k with the longest 
text here represent an original form, lost to NBW for the same reason that 
Mark v.—xvi. in this early text-form is lost to W, who uses one text 
(= bce) in his first quire, and quite another thereafter. This later text 
shows traces of bilingual influence, but is of another character and cast 
to that used for the early chapters. Something happened then, of which 
we are unaware, and we can only surmise the reasons for this state of 
things from internal and circumstantial evidence. 

One thing stands out paramount. Clement must have been in 
possession of a Marcan text in chapter x. closely allied to that shown by 
W bein the earlier chapters, and so when Mr. Sanders says ‘‘ Someone 
had to send to North Africa for the beginning of Mark”’ (in order to 
explain the situation as to his W in ch. i.—-v.) I think this illustration tends 
to show a different state of things. It shows that this Latin text of b+e, 
b+k, was in existence already in Greek Egypt in Clement's day, and 
whether in Latin form or as a Graeco-latin, it perished in Greek Egypt 
(owing to the persecutions or otherwise), so that only a fragment remained 
accessible to W, and nothing of it in Greek remained when NB took up 
their task of copying. 
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As to these Egyptian traditions note that 28 sometimes opposes W, 
and goes behind W. For example, at Mark x. 21 we are to read with 
Clem and 28 Sod? 357 only: ὁ δὲ unoous εμβλεψας (-- αυτω) of the self- 
righteous young man rendered famous in Matt xix., Mark x., Luke xviii. 

Mr. Barnard has supplied us with a most interesting apparatus on 
what follows in Clem as to Mark x. 23 seg. It is all so frightfully involved 
that it would be too long to discuss at length here. 

His παρα θεω δυνατον in x. 27 is closely paralleled by d and k plus ff, a, 
while D in Greek with πάρα δὲ τω θεω δυνατον is close, but 157 closest 
with πάρα δὲ θεω δυνατον without the article. The δὲ seems to belong to 
the basic text, although Clem omits, but the absence of the article before 
θεω makes for a thoroughly Latin text in Clem. 

In x. 80 the very difficult Clementine εἰς ποὺ (for ev τω aw) which 
worries Barnard, for it is repeated later (Q.D.S. ὃ 4, ὃ 25) many pages apart, 
seems to represent eo? o7ov and must be some kind of a colloquial 
equivalent of in aewo of the Latin Ὁ d, which short Greek form would fit 
the lines of a Graeco-Latin bilingual in Clement’s hands to correspond 
with the six letters in ‘‘ INAEUO.” 

Another small matter attracts close attention. 

x, 25. For the Greek evxowwrepov, Clem uses εὐκόλως, paov, and θαττον. 

Mr. Barnard says: 

“‘evxodows (in 938) must be a mistake, perhaps for εὐκοπώτερον, the 
true reading in all three Gospels. ρᾳον (in 936) appears to be unsupported, 
but is an easy sense variant (cp. Latin facilius). With θαττον (950, 440) 
compare tayewv in 1). As to D, there is a “‘window”’ in the parchment 
here which only leaves + evov, but we may assume ay. This then makes 
four Greek variants as between D and Clem for faciliws (which word is 
constant in Mark, Matt. and Luke among the Latins for εὐκοπωτερονῚ, 
namely tayeov, εὐκόλως, θαττον, and paov. 

Now it requires a stupendous feat of imagination to suppose that, 
when quoting Mark’s Greek, Clement should indulge in three alternative 
Greek renderings for faciliws, and yet neglect both the common text of 
the other Gospels evxotr@tepov and also that of D’s Greek tayevov, if he were 
not himself more familiar with Mark in a language other than Greek. 

It seems quite clear from this passage that D was translating d into 
Greek. Many other places confirm this (vide supra). Was not Clement 
doing the same ? 

There are other things against this, however. For while d has 
in this very verse transire, D has διελεύσεται opposite, which Clem 
(διεκδυσεται Q.D.S. §2) supports as to construction with εἰσελεύσεται, 
Q.D.S. §4 and §26, but διελευσεσθαι (Strom).t 


+ But consider x. 30 “vuv δὲ ev Tw karpw τουτω ᾽᾿ Clem with d‘‘ nunc in hoc tempore” 
in Mark’s pleonastic manner while D™ omits νυν, having only ‘‘ ev τω καιρω TouTw.” 

Of course Clem shows some of the same traces in the other Gospels and from 
Luke vi. 29, where NDW 604 892 alone among Greeks with Clem 4is Origte 4is use εἰς 
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Further Clem reads tpnwatos once (with δὲ in Mark, NB Matt, NBD 
Luke) against τρυμαλιδος of D in Mark. 

I cannot clear away the labyrinth of complications—it is never 
possible to do so in a passage common to three Evangelists like this j—but 
I think consideration will show here that the Greek text of Mark was not 
fixed in Clement’s day in Alexandria, and the natural inference is, in 
the light of all else and of W’s first quire of Mark (= e), that a Latin of 
St. Mark’s Gospel existed in Alexandria in the second century. 

Consider now St. Jerome’s very deliberate statement (obtained from 
tradition or written documents and no doubt from Papias partly or from 
his source) in his ‘ Catalogus Scriptorum Ecclesiastorum’ : 

‘““Marous discipulus et interpres Petri juxta quod Petrum referentem 
audierat rogatus Romae a fratribus breve scripsit Evangelium. Quod 
quum Petrus audisset probavit et Ecclesiis (al. Ecclesiae) legendum sua 
auctoritate edidit (al. dedit)...Assumto itaque Evangelio quod ipse 
confecerat perrexit Aegyptum, et primus Alexandriae Christum annuncians 
constituit ecclesiam...Mortuus est autem octavo Neronis anno et sepultus 
Alexandriae succedente 5101 Aniano.”’ 

If this statement be studied in the present connection it seems to me 
to be somewhat illuminating. St. Mark is here said to have reached 
Egypt with his Evangel in his pocket. What was that Evangel? If it 


τὴν ovayova for ἐπι τὴν σιαγονα With all Latins in maxillam, it is quite easy to presuppose 
a Graeco-Latin in Alexandria in the second century. The coptic expression here is 
exn or Hen. 

Cf Luke xiv. 26 eos μαθητης twice by Clem alone for μου μαθητης. What is this but 
the Latin meus ? 

Cf also Luke ix. 29 ηλλοιωθη D ὦ (mutata est) ὁ (commutata alia) copt syr arm aeth 
and Origen, Arnob. 

Note that this follows sharply after ver. 27 where Origen (του δὲ Aovka) is alone 
with D and Theodot. for τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ avov epyouevoy ev τὴ δοξη αὐτου instead of την Buc. 
του Geov. 

Of course Clement exhibits ‘“‘ Western” or foreign readings in the Gospels outside 
of St. Mark, and although they sometimes indicate apparent translation they do not 
seem to hold quite the same position as those referred to in St. Mark. For instance 
John i. 3 χωρις is used six times and avev only once; x. 11 ἀγαθὸς five times, καλος 
once, xiii. 33 μικρὸν twice, ολίγον once. Note however Matt. v. 19 peyioros and 
maximus Cypr, vi. 21 vous (cf Justin and copt), xiii. 11 ro μυστηριον, xv. 18 —ex τῆς 
καρδιας εξερχεται, which occupies one line in D d, xviii. 20 παροις, xxvi. 27 AaBere 
metre With ὃ h syr and Cyr Epiph and Roman liturgy; Luke vii. 25 διαγοντες, xii. 11 
pepwow υμας evs, xiv. 8 ἀναπιπτε, xxiv. 48 φαγων as ὦ ff, q. 

At Jo. x. 16 και εἰς ποιμὴν Clem writes with latt, but not d! 

Latin appears everywhere. It can be detected in Marcion’s Greek of Luke; and 
observe Chron alone at Luke ii. 7 using ἀνεθηκεν for ἀνεκλινεν where vett plur have 
posutt for reclinavit of vg. 

We may also pause to consider the agreement of Clement of Alexandria’s Greek 
quotations from the Epistle of his namesake Clement of Rome with the Latin version of 
this Epistle discovered by Dom Morin (see Turner: Studies in Early Church History, 
p- 258) in connection with a possible Graeco-Latin version of Clem™” in Alexandria. 


Tt See above, pp. 45/46. 
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was in Latin or even in graeco-latin form, Clement’s heritage (within a 
hundred years or so) is explained as partaking largely of the Latin base 
of Mark’s document ‘‘ quod ipse confecerat”’ at Rome under the direction 
of Peter. The semitic doublets (referred to elsewhere) as gathered from 
Peter’s preaching or instruction (and in preaching what more likely than 
these emphatic pleonasms), dressed in the Latin language of somewhat 
flowery rhetoric of the time, appear in Mark’s narrative. Here, in 
Mark x. 25, we are only considering ‘‘ facilius,’’ but 1t seems a good place 
to quote St. Jerome’s account of the transfer of the Marcan Evangel from 
Rome to Alexandria, whether in accord with the strict facts governing 
the case, or not. Athanasius continues to repeat this tradition, and 
Eusebius (9 §39, 6 ὃ 25) carefully chronicles the matter, The latter, 
quoting from the ‘ Hypotyposes’ of Clement, gives his version as follows : 
“He says that those which contain the genealogies were written first ; 
but that the Gospel of Mark was occasioned in the followmg manner: 
‘When Peter had proclaimed the word publicly at Rome and declared 
the Gospel, under the influence of the Spirit: as there was a great number 
present they requested Mark, who had followed him from afar, and 
remembered well what he had said, to reduce these things to writing, 
and that after composing the Gospel he gave it to those who requested it 
of him. Which when Peter understood he neither hindered nor 
encouraged it.’” 

Were there any other Greek authority for tayevy, θαττον or paov, ib 
would surely have been reflected in some of our Greek or Latin documents. 
As facilius is constant in the Latins, what more natural than the assump- 
tion that Clement was building on Latin foundations ? 

Remains to consider εὐκόλως. Mr. Barnard says this must be a 
mistake,t but this assumption is extremely doubtful. It may be intended 
to convey the comparative degree of faciliws and in fact conveys also the 
‘““nimbleness”’ involved in @uttoy or tayeov, while being a better verbal 
antithesis to δυσκολον (δυστολως in the parallels) than εὐκοπωτερον. 

Consider further Clement’s unique ἀποληψεται for λαβὴ in x. 30, 
using the future. Comp. a d ἢ “‘accipiet”’ against “‘accipiat”’ of the 
others [ἢ ‘‘relinquet”’]._ And observe that Ὁ (a ὃ d ff, 1 +accipiet) apD 
λημψεται at the end of verse 30 after ζωην αἰωνιον (ὁ +accipit there and 
k +consequetur, cf syr sin). 


t+ Page 33 note, and page 35 note, “the meaningless εὐκόλως." But compare 
Mark ix. 48 and 47 καλον ἐστι σε κυλλον.... ἢ and καλον ἐστιν σε.. .ἢ just as in Matt. v. 29 
and 80 συμφερει yap...kac μὴ Where the comparative degree is absent in the introductory 
clauses. The Latins follow suit. Cf Mark ix. 48 47 bonwm est...quam. In k indeed 
bonum...quam in ver 43, melius...qwam in ver 47. Cf also Matt. xviii. 8 9, Luke xv. 7 
xvii. 2, 1 Cor. xiv. 19, and cf Blass pp. 142/83, ‘for which there are classical parallels.” 
And above: ‘The positive may be used with the meaning of the comparative (or 
superlative): this occasionally takes place in the classical language, but it is mainly due 
to the example of the semitic language which has no degrees of comparison at all.” 
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Once more (Matt xxii. 87, Mark xii. 80, Luke x. 27) we find Clement 
following a shortened form. He has but two clauses: εξ ολης της Wuyns 
σου και εἕ odns τῆς δυναμεως cov. Cf 157 k 7. (only among Greeks and 
Latins) and Justin. Mcell®"S also thus “κατα Mapxov’’.. . εξ odns 
της Wuxns (cod Ven καρδιας) σου καὶ εἕ ολης της ἰσχυρος σου. 

Finally Mark xu. 41/4 = Luke xxi. 1/4 we find in a rather free 
quotation the expression (ver 42) τὴν δὲ ynpav χαλκους dvo...See 
Barnard’s note where he says Clem follows Mark rather than Luke, and 
observe with him the Greek equivalent of the copper shown by 

aera minuta duo ὦ ff,, aera duo ὁ di q in Mark. 
Now aera duo of d stands right opposite Xew7a dvo in D* at Mark xu. 42. 
There 15 nothing in D about χαλκους. In Luke xxi. 2d has duo minus 
quod est codrantes opposite δυο λεπτα o ἐστιν Kodpivtns. There a has 
duos quadrantes and s quadrantes duo. The vg has there aera minuta 
duo asc f ff, il q 7, or duo aera minuta as 6. 

It is the Latins therefore who supply ‘‘ brass” or ‘‘ copper”? whether 
in Luke or Mark, so that the source of Clement’s yadkovs δυο is very 
clear. There is no Greek authority for yadxovs, not even D nor W. The 
only authority is the χαλκὸν in Mark xu. 41, but this is quite different 
from Clement’s χαλκοὺς δυο of verse 42, which corresponds exactly to the 
aera duo of dciq (k follows the Greek with minuta duo). 

In such a connection observe the occasional and definite agreement 
between D and Egypt, as at 


Mark 
xv. 47. tov τοπον ὁπου (pro mov) Ded ff. q arm sah 


This is the regular Coptic method which Sod.n overlooks by not 
reporting sah in his notes. 


’ 


Tertullian. 


Tertullian’s first important and genuine Marcan quotation for our 
purposes occurs at 1x. 6 concerning the transfiguration, which runs 
“nescit quid diceret Petrus.” This distinctly shows the two old streams, 
for NBC*LA* 1 28 33 2°° 604 892 Paris” & boh and Orig" have «ποκριθὴη 
(απεκριθὴ δὲ Orig) while D and the rest and aeth syr have λαλησὴ or 
AaAnoe, and W graphically λάλει with sah, while Sod’? = eXarer. The 
Latin of d is loquebatur, but ac ff, n q = loqueretur, while b (with filr 
7, Ot gat aur vg) has the diceret of Tertullian (Tisch neglects Tert). Thus 
in Tertullian’s time the diceret of b had not been changed to the responderet 
of k, and sah shows that the first Egyptian flow of the text was diceret or 
λαλεῖ and not ἁαποκριθη. Hence απεκριθὴ of Origen and his friends (observe 


+ δ indeed has diceret right over A®* amoxpi6n. Correct Tisch A to δ, He hardly 
ever distinguishes, which is most annoying, as A in St. Mark so constantly goes with the 
Egyptian group that we must know when 6 opposes. 


OO ee 
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that 33 Paris” are involved in the change) is younger than Tertullian or 
forms a different recension. Sod quotes Orig for λάλει, but see Tisch. 

(The Persian here, if correctly translated, has a very curious way of 
putting it: “Ht adhuc prae metu concepto ac terrore in sermone erat,” 
thus obviating the difficulty of using either λαλησει or αποκριθη, but 
holding the graphic λάλει by innuendo.) 

Mark 

xiv. 13. Tertullian’s next important quotation is ‘‘Cum ultimum 
pascha dominus esset acturus missis discipulis ad praeparan- 
dum Invenietis f inquit hominem aquam baiulantem. Now no 
Greeks Latins nor syr copt appear to have anything concern- 
ing this man but that “ὦ man (av@pw7os) will meet you (in 
Luke as in Mark, all υπαντήσει or απαντησει and all occurret 
vobis, or obviabit d in Luke), not that “ye will find a man.” 
The only authority for invenietis is the aethiopic, another link 
between Carthage and Greek Egypt! Talk of Latin texts 
in Egypt. Here is as startling an instance as any I have 
brought forward elsewhere. It is not noticed in Tischendorf 
nor by Horner, nor by von Soden in his, the latest, critical 
edition. 

Unfortunately there seems nothing else to be gleaned from Tertullian’s 
scanty references to the Marcan Gospel, but if it had been held in that 
esteem which modern scholars accord to it it is impossible to conceive 
such neglect of it by the early Church Fathers, for one and all they 
prefer to cite from St. Matthew and St. Luke. 


Justin. 


viii. 31. As to Justin’s use of σταυρωθηναι for atroxtavOnvai all seem to 
be against it except Iven and Clem, and D has καὶ αποκτανθηναι 
on one line, but d omits altogether, thus throwing out of gear 
the relation of Latin to Greek for no less than eleven lines. 
They only come together again in ver. 34 where 
d has deneget se ipsum 

et tollat crucem suam 
and D, just before turning the page, puts this into one line: 
αρνησασθω eavTov " Kat apat@ Tov στρν avTov.t 
Thus d probably was aware of a textual difference. To show how 
one matter can illustrate another, a reference to Evan 157 will show 
another (unique) omission in that Ms in this verse of πολλα παθειν και ὃ 


in two short lines 


t+ So two mss, and the two others conventetis. 

} We have to infer from this that the Greek of D or of the parent of |D, although 
occupying the left-hand page of honour, was copied after the latin side d. 

§ ὃ exceptionally has ‘‘ omnia pati et.” 
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which seems to show that there was some trouble in an old parent as to 
the line arrangement of both d and 157. In the long lines of D® και 
begins six consecutive lines in vv. 31/32 so that there was room for 
trouble. . 

Add to this that in the versions the word for wa@ew and pati has 
been somewhat expanded to include torture, as 


pers multum cruciatum pateretur, 

aeth™ multum injuriae inferrent, 
and it begins to look as if a complicated interraction among early docu- 
ments had confused pati, crucifigi, and occidt. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


B in St. LUKE’S GOSPEL. 


Example of editing by B. 


vill. 25. -- καὶ ὑπακουουσιν avtw B 604 and aeth (Cf Marc iv. 41). 


Possibly a harmonistic attempt. If the omission be really 
neutral, why do W-H not follow it? [Soden’s only new 
witness is 050*? Now 050 throughout Luke is close to B, 
in Mark to D as well as B, while in Matthew it favours δὲ as 
much as B. | 


The “longer” text in B. 


xii. 14. We have to choose between 


τ 


κριτὴν simply D 28 338 ¢ d syr cu sin Tert™” 

KPLTNV ἡ μεριστην NBL min aliq 

δικαστὴν ἡ μεριστν §=AQRWXITAII unc’? al. pl (wep. ἡ δικ. οἷ᾽ 
aeth) apxovta ἡ κριτ. ἡ wep. Sod'*? while 157 treats us to 

apyovta Kat δικαστην (ex Act vil. 27) 

Tertullian is very definite for κριτὴν alone. The sah is 
mixed, and Horner’s text follows the Ms which chooses μεριστὴν 
as a substitute for xp. ἡ pep. ! 

I think there can be no doubt here who has the correct text, 
and that is the small group D 28 33 ὁ d syr cu sin Tert. Cf. 
Mere vol. 11. p. 802 ‘‘ Das jtidische Recht kennt keine besondern 
Erbteiler, es war Aufgabe héchstens eines 1 = Richters.” 

157 emphasises the matter of an amplification by its impro- 
visation from Acts vil. 27 (= Exod. 11. 14). 

Then again close by at Luke xin. 27 -- ποθεν ἐστε D 56 58 
61 291 ἃ (e) Clem*™ Orig Hier, clearly the ‘‘ shorter’ text, not 
adopted by B nor by W-H nor by Soden. 


Rough List of Approximate Solecisms. 


(For further particulars see Part II. under ‘‘ Differences between δ and B.”’’) 


ll. 


iil. 


22. 
41. 
48. 


— του (ante καθαρισμου) Be 

— Ol ακουοντες αὑτοῦ BW (Orig) Ψ ?? [Sod non Lake} 
ζητουμεν (pro εζητουμεν) N* B 69 (6°?) followed by W-H, 
but this 15 coptic again! Sah has plainly the present enqitne. 
The imperfect would have the prefix sam (and the perfect 
eran). Boh two Mss express this imperfect nanKuot 
against enKuustt by all the rest. But bok” actually write 
OHTIME IC ΠΕΚΙΩῪ MNERL ANOK NANO! NEMKAS ΠΗ Τ᾽ 
πε enkuutt mcwKk: “ Behold thy Father and I we were 
grieving in heart, we seeking thee.”’ 


. βιβλιω B= 


᾿ 
———— ee ee eee Ξ 


17. 


19: 


vi. 26. 
ole 

94. 

a7. 
bid. 
vil. 35. 
39. 

Ay. 


vill. 18. 
28. 
25. 
Phe 


35. 


45. 
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. ἀξιους καρπους (pro Kaprous agiovs) B Orig soli (contra rell 


et Orig" bis) 


. —ApivadaB δ᾿ (owing to confusion as to whether to read 


Adam or Aminadab; see coptic versions which vary here). 
Actually omitted by W-H on the sole authority of B. 


. yevoweva εἰς την καφαρναουμ (pro γεν. ev TH Kad.) NBW 


(DL fam 13 604 892) followed by W-H ἐπέ without marginal 
alternative. 
See also 


. Kal ἣν κηρυσσων εἰς τας συναγῶγας (pro K. NY ΚΉρ. εν Tals 


συναγωγαι) NBDQWY min pauc. 


. €K TOV πλοιου εδιδασκεν (pro εδ. εκ του TAOLOV) B* followed 


by W-H. This change of order is adopted by ND de but ev 
τω πλοιω εδιδ. 15 their version. 

οὐ (ante νομοιδιδασκαλοι) 
-Ἔ της (ante κωμης) 

article. Having οἱ φαρισαιοι with BS a few boh [not sah, 
see D τους dap.| but following it καὶ ov νομοδιδασκαλοι (without 
boh sah) ov noav ἐληλυθοτες εκ πασης της Kouns τῆς Tar. The 
latter quite alone and unnecessary. 


B*' — B goes wild here about the 


παντων (pro tov Incov) B” Cf Mare u. 12 harmonistic 
omission 

— οὐ πατερες aUT@Y B 604 syr sin sah sola 

— Kal υμεις B 604 Paris” a ff, 1 W-H 

- εστιν B 604 ὁ aeth | W-H]| 

δικαζετε iB Paris” 

δικασθητε pet 

δικαιωθὴ (pro εδικαιωθη) Be 

o προφητης BE et P* soli et W-H 

Ἔ και (ante ολίγον ayaa) B 892 Paris” soli cum Hust antiq 
gr-copt (post fragm T", vide Amélineau, p. 52) 

auTou (pro ουτοι) Bel (Sod) ofa:e 7) 

> evs THY λιμνην ἀνεμου B Paris” a sola 

— και υπακουουσιν avTw B 604 aeth (ϑοα" 

τις avnp ΒΝ 


— του (ante Incov) Instead of accusing B everywhere (I have 
not referred to the frequent loss of ὁ before Incovs) of slurring 
the article in connection with our Lord, we may perhaps 
connect this also with Latin influence [see just above vill. 29 
aro used for agency instead of ὑπὸ by BE alone = a of Latin]. 
W-H actually place tov here in viii. 35 in square brackets as if 
B had done some clever thing. In viii. 41 they are pleased to 
omit on the strength of N*BPS c (δὲ corrector thought differ- 
ently !). Soden reports no other witness for — του at vil. 35. 

-- εἰς LaTpous προσαναλωσασα ολον Tov βιν B arm, cf. D sah 

etc. Omitted by W-H. Noted in ‘Genesis,’ p. 401. 
P 
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Like 
vill. 45. -- καὶ ov μετ αὐτοῦ ἘΠῚ 604 min® sah (syr) In Mark there is 


not countenance for the omission, the phrase being edeyov 
αὐτῶ ot μαθηται avtov. How did the omission arise here 
then ? (followed by W-H, no word in margin). Well there are 
two variations of reading, καὶ οὐ wet αὐτοῦ EGH etc and 
και οὐ συν αὐτω NACDW etc and ἘΞ so often with B. Such 
‘“‘doublettes”’ either indicate an original basic omission, or 
hesitation due to doubt as to which reading to adopt, finally 
resulting in rejection of both. Here, especially as = deserts 
B, it is possible that the omission is a mistake. 
ix. 18. συνηντησαν B*"' cum 157 245 f. 
62. —mposavtov B* 604 and sah 1/3 or possibly 2/3. Due 
probably to inversion of order here. 


x. 1. —avtovs B 604 Paris® et Eus*™ (Contra Tert™™ lib 
‘““Hi...in civitates mittebantur’”’). This does not seem 
to be a legitimate ‘‘shorter’’ text, although witnessed to 
by Eus. 


Cf. τ. 8 eavtov pro ἐδιαν supported by Eus. 

Cf. Canon Cook’s remarks as to Hus. 

“ΝΟΥ when we once more apply these observations to a text which 
on other grounds we maintain to be substantially or completely identical 
with that which was published under the influence of Eusebius, we are 
driven to the conclusion that such characteristics are to be looked for ; 
and that, so far as they can be shown to exist, they impair, if they do not 
overthrow, the authority of that text in matters so weighty as those to 
which we have called attention in this discussion. 

“That Eusebius was an enthusiastic admirer, a devoted adherent of 
Origen no one need be reminded who knows aught of the history of that 
age, or who has read, however hastily, his history of the early church ; 
that in all questions he would defer absolutely to the authority of Origen, 
especially in questions of criticism, is almost equally undeniable ; nor do 
I hesitate to state my immoveable conviction that in that influence is to be 
found the true solution of the principal phenomena which perplex or 
distress us in considering the readings of SB.” 

But if this be so, why do not W-H omit αὐτοὺς here, for Hus 
replaces Orig ? 

For an example of Origen’s looseness consult Luke x. 19 wou dedwxa 
(vel S8ept) υμιν την εξουσιαν πατειν (-- του) ἐπανω od. και oKOpT. 

This tov with the infinitive is omitted by Origen four times, although 
he has it twice elsewhere with Hus and Bas. It is also omitted by 
Cyr abee (against Cyr), by Thdt 2/3, by EHpiph, by Caes*, by 
Macarius, by Antioch”™, by Athan™"**, by Just™Y (καταπατεινὶ), but against 
all mss except W fam 1 (where 118 does not agree to omit it). 

This is a beautiful place to stop at and think this over, because in 
the very same verse B gives us a reading τὴν δυναμιν την Tov εχθρου only 
supported by Origen, but he thus only once out of six times! 
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Note Luke xii. 42 rou διδοναι (or tov διαδουναι N (e)) of most 
and Orig 1/2 is opposed by this selfsame Origen 1/2 with didovac and 
DLQ(W)X + two Evust* only (and d “‘ dare” against wt det of the rest). 
Luke 

x. 24. “at ἀκουσαι (-Ἐ μου) ad axovete”’ 8B alone, not followed by 


W-H, vET sah supports! Could anything tie sah and B 
closer together? Add Amélineau’s T'?, another ms from 
Egypt but Amél. prints tov. (see below x. 38). 
27. tov θεον (pro tov θεον cov)  (H only supports B*) 
—Kat prim Bs 
31. —e Only B1 [non fam] Paris”, cf. latt f ὃ 1 q (sah et boh 
variant inter se) aeth™ “per” 
35. εκβαλων εδωκεν δυο δηναρια Ὁ alone has this order with sah. 
38. — εἰς τον οἰκον αὐτῆς B. Not followed by W-H, yet 
sah omits! (see above x. 24.) 
42. ολιγων δε χρεία ἐστιν ἡ ενος ΒΝ (cf. NC?L 1 88 Paris*’) 
xi. 9. KATW YMIN ΛΕγΓὼ YMIN ΛΕ AITEITE B (pure error not recorded 
by Tisch.) 
11. και αντι (pro μὴ avi) B Epiph (and 234 apparently ; 
also [ μη και avtt) Not adopted by W-H. 
ibid. —aptov un λιθον ἐπιδωσει αὐτὼ ἡ καὶ B only of Greeks with 
4117. sah syr sin arm Orig Epiph W-H. 
12. -ι,Δηὴ B (and L 892 sah). So W-H without a word in the 
margin; see x. 24 38. 
This is a clear case of ‘‘ improvement,” yet I may really rank it here, 
as L does not strengthen B at all. How W-H can look upon L as an 
independent document justifying their course passes my comprehension. 
W-H follow NBL alone Mark 1. 39, xvi. 4, BL Luke xvii. 12 33, xxiii. 39 
42, not NBL xi. 27. Verses 11 and 12 offer here an example of extreme 
condensation by B. It is a “shorter” text, but very wild. 
xl. 15. βεεζεβουλ NB only (asin Matt. x. 25) with Paris” βεζεβουλ vid. 
Followed by W-H against Peed. or Bed. of others and versions. 
ΧΙ. 36. ev Tn αστραπῇ —B sah boh 
42. -- του θεου B* (as Tisch says suppl? et vid gam?) 
There is an excuse for this omission, although harmonistic, for tov 
θεου does not occur in the parallel. 
In Luke it 15... «καὶ παρερχεσθε τὴν Kpiow και τὴν αγχπὴν Tov θεου. 


> 


ταυτα εδει ποίησαι κακεινα μὴ παρεῖναι. 

While in Matt. xxii. 28... καὶ αφηκατε ta βαρυτερα του νομου την 
'κρισιν καὶ TO ἔλεος (OF τον ἔλεον) καὶ τὴν πίστιν ᾿ ταυτα εδει ποιησαι κακεινα 
μὴ αφιεναι (or αφειναι). 

There is a very pretty exchange as between St. Matt. and St. Luke 
of παρερχεσθε and αφηκατε, and at the end of παρειναι and adewar, but 
the matter you see does not turn on this at all. 

Marcion®?irh ig definite about tov θεου and so is Tert™, and if B 
omits because tov θεου is not in Matthew so much the worse for B. 

B2 
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That there was consultation of the parallel can now be proved, for 
B* (again corrected by B’ * *) with N° if you please (not δὲ ἢ L 13-346-556 
[non 69-124] 604 calmly substitute St. Matthew’s παάρειναι for St. Luke’s 
ap. δ δὴ y have adewar, and A compounds and conflates with 
παραφιεναι. The rest with B°™ αφιεναι. So NBLA all looked up 
St. Matthew. The division among the 13 family is here quite instructive. 
[ Soden’s text tumbles into this trap, having παρειναι]. 
Luke 
ΧΙ. 22. -—avrov Bee 
28. αμφίιαζει B 
58. --απ᾽ B 892 Sod®*", That is to say δος εργασιαν ἁπηλλαχθαι 
αὐτου instead of ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ, a kind of partitive genitive. So 
also Cleme Theodot Basil (and Orig thus: ἐπὰν pn evpeOn τις 
δεδωκως εργασιαν ἀπηλλαχθαι του αντιδικου). 

The Egyptian versions are rather circumlocutory here, sah*® 
omitting am avtov. W-H place az in square brackets in the 
text on the authority of B for omission. 

Clem’s quotations are, first: τοῦτο τὸ σαρκίον ἀντιδίκον ὁ 
σωτὴρ εἶπεν... .καὶ ἀπηλλάχθαι αὐτοῦ παραινεῖ κατὰ τὴν ὅδον 
.... (from Theodotus), 

and, secondly (Strom) "Hén δὲ καὶ ὁ σωτὴρ adtos...Td μισεῖν 
Kal TO λοιδορεῖν κεκώλυκεν Kal, Μετὰ τοῦ ἀντιδίκου βαδίζων φίλος 
αὐτοῦ πειράθητι ἀπαλλαγῆναι φησίν (exactly as sah*). 

Barnard remarks: ‘‘The peculiar form of the quotation in 
(527) also supports the omission.” Clearly it has weight 
in that direction, but it does not mean that B is right. It 
is more likely a preferential attitude shared by B and Clem 
and Basil against the rest. 

Cf i. 37. αφιστατο tov tepov (--απὴ. δὲ supplies ex. 
xxiii. 14. κατηγορειτε αὐτου (-- καῚ NALA against B. 

ΧΗ]. 7. tov τόπον (pro τὴν ynv) B* and 80 only, not followed by W-H. 
17. γενομενοις (pro γινομενοι)ὺ B*' with 440 (NSAD γεινομενοις, 
N* λεγομενοις) 

27. καὶ eper Neywv vuw (pro Kat eper Neyw vutv) BT 892 onxy. 
Westcott-Hort actually follow this against the omission of 
Neyo by δὲ 225 it vg sah boh syr pesh diatess (arm) Lucifer. 
Not a sound is to be heard from their margin! Yet all other 
authorities except those mentioned above have λέγω, and aeth 

syr cu sin hier specifically. Not only is W-H the standard 
N.T. in universities and theological colleges, but it has been 
introduced broadcast into our schools. Imagine the schoolboy 
when he comes to καὶ eper Neywr υμιν οὐκ o1da ποθεν eate. He 
will require an explanation. And the tutor will say ‘‘ Well, 
my boy, it is New Testament Greek ’’—(for which tutors have 

a profound contempt)—‘‘ you must remember it is not classical.” 
And so the boy, not knowing that BT are alone responsible for 


Luke 


ἘΠῚ: 32. 


Kiva ele 


2 
xv. 4. 


evi, 1 


xvit. 12. 


1: 


28. 
34. 
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λέγων (and that the syriac says definitely ‘‘Then He will say 
to you Amen I say (to you)”’), goes away with the idea that 
St. Luke was a very poor writer.t [Sod adds none for λέγων. 
I cannot help following the above with this illuminating 
example. At the end of the verse B (with 56 346 ὦ a, bce 
flimqr ΥΩ aur vg copt syr cu sin sch pesh arm aeth Orig” bis) 
writes καὶ τὴ TpLTN NMEpa τελειουμαι, supplying ἡμερα against 
the rest of the Greeks. Westcott and Hort refuse to follow 
(although adopting the difficult λέγων above). Their text and 
margin are both silent, and the text is simply καὶ tm τριτη 
τελείουμαι. I do not say that W-H are wrong to exclude 
nuepa, but I do say that as an exponent of the shorter text 
B fails lamentably here to come up to the standard. 

Again, immediately following B falls into an error (only made 
by {NK 892 besides) dropping the second των after ἀρχοντων 
(duly recalled by W-H by placing it in square brackets) and 
writing καὶ eyevero ev Tw €New αὐτον εἰς οὐκον τινος τῶν 
αρχοντῶν gapioatwy instead of τῶν ἀρχόντων των" 
φαρισαιων. 

This is simply an error from APXONTWN®APICAIWN. 


. εἰς εἰρηνὴν (— τα) Β p** sola 


eXoV .. . σπολεσὴ B 


. —Tev (ante ayyedov) B" 
. εζησεν (pro ave&yoev) B Paris” sah boh (syr) 


οἰκονομους (pro οἰκονομον) ἢ sol. Same verse B* drops 
apyovta autou after τα υπ΄. 


5. ενωπίον κυριου (pro ενωπιον tov θεοῦ) B only, opposing every- 


thing else, while tov @eov is confirmed by the mass, by the 

versions and by Ignatius and Const παρα θεω, = 243 Paris® 

mapa τω θεω. Observe here how Paris” opposes its friend Β΄ 

but sides with Ignatius. 

—avt» BL [male von Soden de 151] W-H et Sod txt 

— TLOTIS σου TETWKE σε B alone with sah 6/9 [contra- 

pelle: Terie 1 

οιἰκοδομουν Be 

δυο emt κλινὴης (— μιας) B [W-H] alone with ὁ gat vg 
[against sah boh which have it expressly | 


+ One cannot afford to overlook matters even of a single letter. Thus, in Eustathius’ 
criticism of Origen ‘“‘ De Engastrimutho dissert.,” Allatius’ translation of περὶ δὲ τοῦ 
Λαζάρου γράφω reads: “Δα Lazarum accedo,” as if Kustathius were speaking, whereas 
some mss read γραῴων which entirely changes the sense and makes the following passage 
that of Origen, so that ‘‘accedo” would be quite wrong, although graphic enough as a 
free translation of γράφω. 

1 Tisch omits N in ed. viii. 
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Luke 


J-evint, 12, 


15. 
16. 


20. 
xix, 25. 
29. 


38. 
48. 


xx, 1). 


51. 


xx1. 24. 


Kine 19) 


90. 
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W-H take the trouble to enclose peas in square brackets, 
but it stood in the text always as boh and sah witness, for on 
the slightest provocation they would omit such a thing in 
accordance with their method of expression. 

Even Paris’ has it. 
αποδεκατεῦω S*B only (not even Paris”) seems purely 
preferential over atrodexatw (= atrodexaTow) of all others as well 
as Orig Bas Cyr. Is it conceivable that no trace of atodexatevw 
remains in our other documents and that to δὲ ΓΒ alone belongs 
the honour (against Orig Basil Cyril) of preserving the apostolic 
form of the verb? Itis simply inconceivable. W-H follow 8*B 
without marginal alternative. [Soden adds no new witness. | 
— αὑτων B**' (not adopted by W-H) 

-- αὐτὰ prim B*' (possibly a question of ‘pairs,’ αὐτὰ 
following later) W-H place it in square brackets. 
ψευδομαρτυρης BN (not adopted by W-H) 


— Kuple Breit 4, ΝΣ εν 

— ἐλαίων B**" Not noticed by Tisch in ed viii. 

0 ἐρχόμενος o βασίλευς ἘΝ 

εξεκρεμετο NB soli (pro e&expeuato) Contra rell et 


contra Orig. (Tisch: forma kpewouat pro κρεμαμαι a vulgare 
usu haud aliena videtur fuisse) SB are sedulously followed 
by W-H. 
—ttTonow  B* [non W-H| Why do not W-H follow? 
It is a very important omission. It is either right or wrong. 
Judging from the weight given to B in other places why 
should he be wrong here? He deliberately excides this. (Cf 
Matt xxi. 37, Marc xii. 6). The passage is: ‘‘ evrev δὲ 0 κυριος 
Tov αμπέλωνος "τι ποίησω ;| πεμψω τον υἱον μου τον αγαπητον * 
tows τουτον (ιδοντες) εντραπησονται.᾿ [Omit also Sod? ™*], 

[N.B.—There is a serious mistake in the notes on this verse 
in Tisch viii. He records B (sol) for tuyov pro tows. This 
should be D who reads thus. | 
απεθαναν B* sol vid (pro απεθανον)ὺ Not followed by 
W-H (although they use evray in xx. 2 and elsewhere). 

At Luke ν. 2 NC*LQX have επλυναν followed by W-H, but 
BDW have επλυνον, ix. 32 εἰδαν NLR, but B rell ειδον. 

xxiv. 21 ηλπιζαμεν B**! not followed by W-H. 

(xxl. 2 evpayev of B*LTX fam 1 Epiph 1/3 is followed by 
W-H against δὲ rell Hus Cyr Thdt). 
μαχαιρὴς B*A 124 only followed by W-H and Tisch (for 
μαχαίρας all else including δὲ and Paris’; D ρομφαια) Cf 
μαχαιρὴ xxl. 49 NB*DLT. 
— εἰς B™ Cfcopt (ad’’q) Aliter aeth quando...” 
Order: tas dwdexa φυλας κρίνοντες BT and i only (non copt). 


Luke 


XX. 


XXlil. 


XXIV. 


40. 


6. 


(@ 
8. 


£9; 


23. 
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This is curious, and although not Coptic, must be closely 
allied to a graeco-copt, for T (graeco-sah) agrees. (Soden’s 
text follows BT). 

It is also against the order in Matt. xix. 28. 

This is quite interesting because immediately following 
(xxii. 81 BLT with sah boh, Bas 1/2, syr sin [non cu] only omit 
the introduction εἰπε δὲ o κυριος, and they alone). 
προσευχεσθε μὴ εἰς πειρασμον (-- εἰσελθεν)  B* sol. There 
may have been hesitation here as to whether to use εἰσέλθειν, 
edOew (D), εμπεσειν (fam 13), go into (sah) which finally led to 
exclusion in error. 

[In Horner’s notes to sah, he quotes boh®* for this omission. 
I find nothing in the notes in the boh volume to this effect. 
Is it perhaps a mistake for Greek B Ὁ] 

—o (ante avOpwros) B* 604 al’ (suppl B’) [in square 

brackets W-H]. 

+rov (ante Hpwdnv) BT [non boh sah] not followed by W-H. 
υπο αὐτου (pro υπ᾽ αὐτου) B* cum 892 [W* does not 

countenance this nor does W-H adopt this strange hiatus]. 
βληθεις (pro βεβλημενος)ὺ BLT 892 Paris” only against all the 
rest. N* omits. N* has βεβλημενος with W and all the others. 
If PrnPas be original, as W-H and R.V. and Soden intimate, 
why should all the rest, including DW, have the other? How 
comes it that KMII, who agree as to textual principles in ver 
15, and AKT] in ver 17 abandon a form of BLT here? For it 
is aform and a preference of BLT I am convinced, and not 
the true text. 

[In Mark xv. 7 βεβλημενος evs τὴν φυλακὴν (or βληθεις ev TH 
φυλακὴ) is replaced by peta των στασιάστων ‘ dedepevos.’ | 
oTavpwoas B’ (pro ctavpwOnva) This looks 
hike a distinct attempt at improvement, but curiously enough 
B remains alone. Hort (not unhappily) puts B’s reading in 
his margin. (T ceases to be available at xxiii. 20). 

[In Matt. it is σταυρωθητω, in Mark σταυρωσον]. 


. amnyov (pro annyayov) Be {* (Less happily W-H put 


0815 in the margin). 


. ἐν (—Tw) vypw Evriw BCT! only [not Paris*’] Very natural 


but opposed to all and sah boh, which are very definite 
“‘in the tree which is green.” 


. πιλεγων BL 597 1 and W-H apparently alone 
. εκατονταρχὴς (pro exatovtapyos) N*BT'II* fam 1 

. ayabos δικαιος (-- καὶ Bet sah [Soden neglects this]. 

. αὐτοὺς (pro καὶ autos)  Ραὖ this αὐτοὺς comes immediately 


below the previous avtovs. Cf sah-and ὁ 6. 


. nyyiKay (pro nyyicav) B* 
. θροηθεντες (pro πτοηθεντε) Ν᾿ Sod’ * (dignified by a place in 
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Hort’s margin; but where is φοβηθεντες of δὲ and W ?) All others 
(but BN which are opposed to each other) have πτοηθεντες. 
Notice the rho in the coptic (sah πτεροσ τ ορτρ, ὁδοὶ evTare- 
weopTep). 
θροεω, I beg to observe, is not a Lucan word. It does not occur in 
the third Gospel nor in Acts. 
It is found only in Matt. xxiv. 6 (θροεισθε), Mark xiii. 7 (θροεισθε). 
2 Thess. 11. 2 (θροεισθαι). Whereas wtoew has already occurred in 
Luke xxi. 9 μη πτοηθητεΐ (πτοησις is found in 1 Pet. 111. 6) and does not 
occur elsewhere. Hort’s margin here finally reduces the whole science 
of his textual criticism to absurdity. 
θροηθεντες should be labelled ‘‘ B prob. ex copt”’ or not allowed in his 
margin at all. Only found by Soden in the Sinai ms 260 (his °*). Obs. 


Soden’s new witness is a resident of Sinav. 
Luke 


xxiv. 38. τὸ (pro διατὴ BA? Teré (quid...quid contra rell quid... 
quare). All others incl. Cyr seem perfectly distinct for δίατι 
in the second place. Sah differentiates but hardly boh 
= xe eofeor.-.-.ovog, eeKeor.. Paris” with all the 
rest and NW have distinctly : 

τι τεταραγμενοι εστε Kat διατι διαλογισμοι. 

There is not the slightest doubt that the dropping of δια in διατι is a 
mistake from the propinquity of δια in διαλογίσμοι. Tert here is contra- 
dicted by the Latins and is either quoting loosely or his Greek copy also had 
δια by mistake, but it has not passed over into the Latins; the Old Syriac 
differentiates slightly, but hardly syr**?*". DL 9821 Dial*" substitute 
και wattfor και diate. To my astonishment Hort does not follow B here! 
This action makes θροηθεντες in marg. just above look all the more ridiculous. 
There is an excuse for using the double 7 here if he had wished to, for 
who knows but that as originally spoken or set down the same word was 
not used? It would not be abhorrent to a semitic form of speech. And 
when finally the written Gospel was polished and edited (as certain 
people are never tired of telling us was the case so very long after the 
spoken words) this little roughness was removed. 

Xxlv. 89. Kat σαρκα και ootea B* 

52. -- μεγαλης B* sol. Notice here the bohairic (aliter 
sah) οὐ πριν the two aq making it possible for 
someone to be misled in a closely written Ms and overlooking 
one word. 


t D, which baulked here and substitutes μὴ φοβηθετε, does not vary in xxiv. 37 giving 
avrot δε πτοηθεντες and d ipsi autem pauerunt, d even retaining the alliterative p, while 
the other Old Latin are content with twrbati and conturbati and a with exterritt. 

1 But 882 with HA has λογισμοι for διαλογισμοι ! 

Hence the KAIAIATIAIAAOFICMO! became 
KAIAIATIAOFICMO! with Ha 
KAIINATIAOFICMO] with 882 
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As to Latin sympathy consult first : 
Luke 
vil. 85. καὶ εδικαιωθὴ ἡ copia απο παντων τῶν τεκνῶν aUTHS. 


BW fam 69 (om παντων 13) 157 892 Paris” syr sin pesh Latt 
καὶ εδικ. ἡ σοφια ATO παντων τῶν Eepywv auTns WN 
και εδικαιωθὴ ἡ copia απο των TEKYMVY αὑτῆς παντωῶν 
A rell omn sah boh 
(--παντωὼν NDEVLMXYW Sod” 1 18 28 604 al” arm syr cu) 

W-H places the reading of (8)B in text with the other order in margin 
(nothing is said of the omission of παντων), but Tisch text had refused to 
follow this, observing: “ mavtwy ante των cum NB 69 124 157 346 it vg 
(AT HOC EST FERE EX USU LATINORUM) sy7“.”’ 

The question is whether the omission of παντων outright by 
N°DE*YLMXY 1 18 28 604 al syr cu and arm may not be the “ neutral ”’ 
text. 

As both sah and boh have παντων at the end with the regular Greek 
order they certainly did not get their reading from NB. Hither NB slipped 
it in from a marginal comment, or are here following Latin order from 
a Graeco-Latin, where the Latin and Syriac influence had already 
predominated in the Greek column. (Soden follows BW and Hort.) 

And what of vill. 26 γερασηνων BD and Latt? and iv. 43 de pe 
BDW 892 latt? But consider the rest in proper order. 


Luke 


1.25. -- το (ante oveidos) NB*DLW 1 [non fam] 604 Paris*’ 
[non al.| The presence of D is suggestive. 
26. απο (pro ὑπο) NBLW°WY 1-131 [non 118-209 | 


fam 13 2°° 604 892 Paris*’ Why not D here ? 
63. ονομα αὐτου (pro το ovowa autov) B* 2° Orig*™, sed ovopa 
avtm 1, 604 Paris” Orig*™ ut Tisch aiebat “ atque ex 
his 1, Orig*** avt@ pro avtov.” 


69. -- του (ante παιδος) NBDLW 2°¢ 892 Paris*’ Cyr contra 
rell et Hus 
74. -- τῶν (ante eyOpwv) NBDLW fam 1 fam 13 33 892 Orig 


[non 604, vide infra Paris* | 
[των εχθρων rell et των exyOpov R| 
[παντων των ἐχθρων K et παντων των μισουντων Paris*" | 
The above, as more or less Latinisms (plus other omissions of the 
article) seem confirmed by : 

75. macaw ταῖς nuepars (omnibus diebus all Latt except a d) 
BLW 2”° Paris” only. Origen wavers, but ὦ Iren omnes 
dies and Orig**8 as the other Greeks πασας tas nuepas. 

Followed by : 
ii. 2. --η (ante arroypadn) NBD Sod?” 131 [non fam 1] 2° p** 604 
[non Paris**| = Latin or error from AYTHHANOrPAH 
ibid. κυρεινου (pro κυρηνιου) B (ύυρινου W) 
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ii. 12. σημειον (-- Το) BE 130 (= Cod. gr-lat) sah contra 
rell omn et boh et S& rell 604 Paris*’ Hus. 
W-H txt om to. Habet marg. (Om sah Tisch) 
22. -- του (ante καθαρισμοῦ) B**' [non Paris®” non al. | 
44. >avtov ewar ev τὴ συνοδια NBDLW Sod” fam 1 [non 131] 
33 124 (892) latt [non Paris*’| 
This seems to be Graeco-Latin, for at once afterwards at: 
45. και μὴ evpovtes (—avtov) of NBC*DLW fam 133 124 [non fam] 
892 [non 604 Paris®’ rell] is borne out by aeth ? and the latt 
cde ff σι. 1 against the rest and against copt syr goth and a b 
fq remaining Latins. 
Note also in the same verse : 
ava ἕητουντες (pro &ytovvtes) NSBCDLW Sod’ Paris” and 
latt®' requirentes (a b ὁ quaerentes). Notice N* had ζητουντες, 
but N° referred to other authorities. 
iv. 25. ote εκλεισθὴη o ovpavos (— emt) eTn τρια Kat μηνας εξ. BD min*® 
[ron 1 non 604 non Paris” | lat syr arm aeth 


35. απ (pro εξ) NBDLVWS min® latt Orig. This is 
followed by: 
(38. απο (pro ex) NBCDLNQWE fam 1 fam 13 22 33 604 


Paris” [non al.] Orig and d (‘‘a”’ instead of ““ de” rell)) 
43, >dev we (pro με de) BDW 892 latt et Tert™* [non Paris” rell] 


νυ. 3. σιμωνος NBDLW 157 Paris” for tov σιμωνος rell t 
5. ολης νυκτος NABLW 33 131 for ολης της νυκτος rell 
(On the other hand B carelessly adds alone τῆς before cwpns 
Vi 
vi. 81. -- και υμεις B 604 Paris” a ff l Iren™ W-H 


vill. 6. ewe metpav (pro emi τὴν πετρανὺ Balone with boh (indef. article) 
29. ηλαυνετὸ απο Tov δαιμονιου εἰς Tas ερημους (pro Nr. UT O TOU 
δαιμονίου ε. τ. 6p.) BE only against δὲ rell. 
Consult Matt vii. 24 where B® changes vo τῶν κυματων to 
aT Oo τῶν κυμάτων. 
ix. 12. ηδὴ (pro ἡ de) B. Sojame flr. (Note B is alone here 
if we except Hvan 60 dn δὲ But that wonderful cursive 


t It is perhaps unwise to say anything about the omission of the article before the 
nominative (‘‘ In some few instances the use or omission of the article is also a mark of 
the distinctive style of the writer.’”’ Winer ‘Gram.’ Eng. edition, p. 146) for in such a 
place as Luke ix. 20 πετρὸς Se amoxpiHers, which looks like Latin, is supported by sah boh 
as well as NBCLZ fam 1. 

A curious instance of playing with the articles is to be found at Luke x. 15, where 
B withholds rov from ovpavov and adds it before δου. Shortly afterwards B writes in 
Luke x. 19 και emt πασαν τὴν δυναμιν τὴν Tov exOpov. In this he has support from 
Orig 1/6, which is worthy of careful notice. Elsewhere five times Orig omits this second 
την. Clearly there is a point involved, as B is alone thus but for Orig 1.6. W-H refuse 
to accept this ‘‘nicety’’ (see Canon Cook) of Origen, although they followed above: μὴ 
ews ovpavov υψωθειση, ews Tov adov καταβηση. 
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Luke 
Paris®’, the survivor of a similar Ms to B, is also found to have 


76n plainly without δὲ [von Soden forgets Paris® in his notes]. 

Had W-H known of Paris’? I am quite sure they would 
have admitted 5, for they only need any additional Greek 
support when B is alone. But this seems to originate from a 
Gr-Lat. 

ix. 49. ev τω ονοματι for ere Tw ονοματι So NBLXAZY 33 604 min’? 
(not D nor the rest) and Coptic. (In Mark ix. 38 only U reads 
emt, the rest ev, or simply tw ονοματι, so that there would have 
been small excuse for ‘‘ Antioch” to have substituted ἐπὶ in 
Luke.) 

52. ws (pro wate) Bwith δὲ only and ab εἰ q followed by W-H. 

x. 42. avtns (proam avtns) NBD*L Paris*’ Partitive genitive 

Cf. abe 211 gq [non a}. 

ΧΙ. 11. —aptov, wn λιθον ἐπιδωσει avtw; ec kar B ff il, but also syr 

sin [non cu] sah arm Orig Epiph. 

Τ rank this here for lack of other Greek support. 

Presumably Orig Epiph syr sin and even sah represent a 
Graeco-Latin at this place.t Observe that all this testimony 
is contradicted by the Dial and by all other Greek documents, 
yet W-H must needs subserve B and Orig. 

27. τις φωνὴν γυνὴ (pro tis yuvn dovnv) This by NBL, a matter of 
order (aliter copt) is largely supported by latin extollens vocem 
quaedam mulier Ὁ f ff (i) lq; levata voce quaedam mulier a; 
but in ὁ not so, and D ὦ 6 go with coptic otherwise. 

34. ολυχνος του σωματος ἐστιν οοφθαλμος σου N*ABCDMW 

boh syr pesh latt et ἐσέ W-H et Sod. 

I class this here because NEGHKLSUVXTAATII sah syr 
cu sim arm would surely seem to be correct, against this 
handful of Greeks and all latin which have it, in omitting 
σου (as Tisch says “‘deest in Matt. nec add nisi pauci’’) for 
σου is out of place. O®@AAMOCOTAN may have given rise to 
it originally. It is an early error, but an error all the same. 

The division of authorities should have safeguarded W-H 
and Soden here. For when sy7 pesh joins NB, and syr cu sin 
and sah remain with EGH there is something to be adjusted 
in our hard and fast critical ‘‘ rules” ! 

48. waptupes εστε NBL 604 892 (aeth) Orig (pro paptupecte). 
Soabfarrs μ (hiat ff) testimonium perhibetis [against test- 
Jicatis of d and the testificamini of vg]. So Soden and W-H. 

ibid. I cite the above, because in this same verse avtwy ta μνημεια 


{ And Tertullian seems to pass this over. But his quotation is quite unsatis- 
factory ad loc. 
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omitted by NBL is also omitted by D and the latins a bdeil 
and syr sin although not by all boh nor the rest of the Latins 
nor by W. 

ΧΙ. 51. —tov (ante ameatos) pr. That is avo awmatos ABeX. This 
sounds very rough in Greek, although witnessed to by 
NBCL 1 33 892 Paris”. Tio these add DX, and I think the 
secret is of a graeco-lat. Soden follows Hort again here. 
— Tov (ante aimatos) sec. The same. 

In both cases Coptic has the article. 

xu. 1. xataratrew 3B does not vary from the mass, but there is 
a suspicious look about the place as if the second tau might 
have been a gamma originally. We are led to enquire 
whether something like the συνπνίγειν of D may not have 
stood there. 

42. --το (ante σιτομετριον)ὺ Only BD fam 18 f [non 124] latt and 
one boh MS J. (The other boh and sah have more definitely 
still ‘‘ their food”). W-H enclose to in square brackets 
against all other authorities. 

54. -- τὴν (ante vebernv) NABLNXAY 33 157 604 al® arm latt 
and also sah boh. Clearly here the combination of uncials 
(including A) shows latin AND coptic hanging together, 
and doubtless νεφέλην was the Greek reading antedating 
coptic, but also probably from a Graeco-Latin of that age. 
Observe however D is not in the combination, for it reads 
τὴν ved. against nubem opposite. 

59. ews (pro ews οὗ Only NBL 1 892 Orig. Add not even 
Paris’. This is hardly an improvement, and may perhaps 
come under this head: “donec.”’ In bok it is one word 
WaT ERP and in two sah mss, but in the three other sah 
MSS it 1s expressed differently | Soden’s text has ews only]. 

In all such cases D ὦ takes its own line “ ews ov, usque quo,’’ alone 
apparently among Latins, and W Paris®*’ confirm ews ov, W-H must 
needs revert to a careless quotation of Origen. This is no careless 
remark of mine. See Orig and B again at Matt. xvii. 34. B alone 
(Matt. 1. 25) suppresses ov after ews before erexev viov, but lets it (οτου) 
stand in John ix. 18 before εφωνησαν, and in Luke xii. 8, Act xxv. 21 
before σκαψω and αναπεβψω. All omit before ἐλθων in Matt. 11. 9 
correctly enough. B seems to be eclectic, for in the parallel at 
Matt. v. 26, where ews av is used, B does not omit, although 33 does, 
while L substitutes ews ov. 


{ In any revision by Gregory of Tisch. viii. I hope he will be more definite about 
fam 13. Again and again (as here naming 69 alone) Tisch implies that one member 
reads thus, whereas only 124 opposes. 
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Concerning the N.T. use of ἕως. 


As the Grammarians are unsatisfactory as to the use of ews with 
and without ay or ov or otov, and as it seems to make very little difference 
whether the indicative or subjunctive follows, I have drawn up the 
following list, which I hope may be of some use for reference. The 
suppression of ov and ay where it is properly required, and in which B 
stands out as rather the chief culprit (and D in different places), may 
have been caused by the very frequent use of éws otherwise alone, 
especially with the genitive. Apart from over fifty cases of this use: ews 
TOU αἰματος, EWS TNS συντελείας, EWS ἐσχάτου τῆς γῆς, EwS του θερισμου,ὔ 
ews τῆς ἡμερᾶς, t ews αἰωνος (aliq; al. evs τον αἰωνα), ews (- του FG only) 
Tpitov oupavovu etc, there are besides many cases with indeclinable nouns, 
with particles, with participial substantives etc, as ews Aaveid, ews των 
emta, ews βηθλεεμ, ews τῆς onpepov,§ ews επτακίς, ews Σαμουὴλ (του) 
προφητου. 

Even ews ημίσυ LA (Mark vi. 23) where others have ews ἡμίσους (or 
ἡμίσου or even ἡμίσεως [καὶ To ἡμίσυ D bc ff), and such uses as ews 
θανατου (Matt. xxvi. 88, Mark xiv. 34), ews αὐτου (Luke iv. 42), ews τουτου 
(Luke xxii. 51), ove eotw ews evos Rom. 11]. 12 all and Orig'™ Ambrst 
(except Β 67** (syr) —ovk εστιν)ὴ, ews peyadou λεγοντες (Act villi. 10), 
διέλθειν ews ἡμων (Act ix. 38), ews Αθηνων (Act xvii. 15), ews μεγαλου (αυτων) 
(Heb. vii. 11) besides ews eowm (om ecw D al.), εἰς τὴν αὐλὴν (Mark 
xiv. 54), ews tov νυν (Matt. xxiv. 21, Mark xi. 19), ews προς βηθανιαν 
(SBC*(D)L 1 33 a [6 quasi], ews εἰς al., ews 237 latt), ews c&w τῆς 
modews (Act xxi. 5) [ —ews only δὲ 68 4], ews ere την θαλασσαν (Act xvii. 
14) NABE min lat copt syr (ως HUP al. arm Chr), ews ποτε (Matt. xvii. 17, 
Mark ix. 19, Luke ix. 41, Jo. x. 24, Rev. vi. 10), ews apts (Matt. xi. 12, 
Jo. 11. 10 [all except [ ews του νυν], ews woe (Luke xxiii. 5), ews κάτω 
(Matt. xxviu. 51, Mark xv. 38), ews avw (Jo. ii. 7). 

Once with infinitive : ews του edGew (Act viii. 40), once with aorist : ews 
ηλθεν (Matt. xxiv. 39), once with present participle: ews eXdwv (Matt. ii. 9) 
[see below Matt. xxvi. 36], or with participial noun ews τῆς παρουσιας 
Jas. v. 7 (ews av ΑΒΚΤ, Oec) ; separated from the verb: 2 Thess. ii. 7, 
ews εἰ μεσου γενηται (ews av FG only); ews to φως εχετε (Jo. xii. 36), 
others ws το φως εχετε, and Cyr hier 1/2 ews ov. 

In a great variety of ways ews is used in the N.T., and this may 
have led to carelessness. 


t ews του θερισμου (Matt. xiii. 30) BD Eulog; but μεχρι plur, and ἀχρι 8*L, while 
Chrys Mss give all three, aypi, μεχρι, ews ! 

} ews τῆς ἡμερας ekewns οταν αὐτὸ πινω (Matt. xxvi. 29), but peypis av πίω αὐτο Clem; 
απὸ του νυν ews αὐτο πιω Orig ; ov μην mw avtoy ews av πίω Hus, 

§ Or even ews την σήμερον ἃ min? (Matt. xxvii. 8); ews τῆς σήμερον npepas 
Rom. xi. 8 (without variation) ; and ews onpepoy (2 Cor. iii. 15). 
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There are nearly half a dozen cases of ews ov or ews av with the 
indicative 


Matt. 


ΧΧΙ, 


. 25. 
. 25. 


1. 45, 


(the rest are all subjunctive). Observe the situation :— 


εως OU ETEKED Om ov B®! 
€WS oToU εἰ eT Eov _ all (except D* om ews) 


ews av7os amroAver (all, except D® Sod?’ 2° b = autos δε; ews 
Wew avtov A; αἀπολυσει E* KI, απολυση al., but ἀπολυει NBL) 


. εὡς OTOU σκάψω all 
. €@; φαγω καὶ πίω (indic. or subj.) ews alone text rec. and 


NBDIAA wnc’; ews av AKLMXII ; ews ov min pauc. 


. EWS Epyouat TAA unc’; ews av min pauc (ερχωμαι Ὁ) ; 


but ev  ερχ. NABDKLRII Orig 


. εὡς NEPA εστιν all (except C*L 33 Orig? ὃ d = ws) 
. €WS OTOV εφωνησαν all (except DX ews ov) 
. εὡς TO φως EXETE NTAA wne"™ verss; ὡς to hws εχετε 
ABDKLXII 1 33 42 108 w** Cyr 
. εὡς TO φως εχετε ΧΡΔΛΙΙ5 wne® verss; ws to φως eyete 
NABDLII* 88 42 108 οἷ᾽ w'* aeth Did Ath™ 
. εῶς Epyouat all (ερχωμαι I’ min*) 
. €@S ἐρχομαι all 
. €@$ OV αναπεμψω all 
. EWS ερχομαι all 
. εὡς ἂν εἰπῶ all 
. εῶς av παρέλθη prim loco all 
. €@S av TavTa yevntat sec loco Om av B™ 
. €@S αν ἀποδως all except L min’® ews ov, and —av 33 
[non B | 
. ews av εξέλθητε all 
. εὡς av ἔλθη Om av NBX (ews ov δὲ) 
. εῶς av exBarn Om av LX 
. εὡς οὐ εζυμωθη all (as in Luke) 
. €@S οὐ ἁαπολυσὴη all (but απολυσει KT) 
. εὡς ay ἰδωσιν all (as in Luke ix 27) 
. €WS οὐ 0 ULOS του avOpwrrou εκ vexpwv ἡγερθὴ all 
. €@S OU ἀποδω Om ov NBCL 
. €@S OU ἀποδω Om ov B Orig 
. ews av Ow Om av F** (see below Mark ix. 1 as to F, 


and xii. 36 as to D) 


Heb. 
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. EWS AV εἰπῆτε all 
. εὡς αν TavTa TauTa yevntar —av ὃξ, ews ov 157 (see Luke xxi. 82). 
. εὡς ov ἀπέλθων exes προσευξωμαι Bet plur; ews αν ὈΚΤΙΜ ΓΔ; 


ews ov av A; ews NCM* min? (ews προσευξ. in Marco) 


. εὡς ἂν ἰδωσιν Om αν Ἐπ (see above Matt. xxii. 44) 
. ews av Ow Om av D*', sed D* θωσω, D? θησω 
. €ws προσευξωμαι +av U, +ov min alig; (προσενξομαι 


DHX?) 


. εὡς ἂν ἰδωσιν all (as in Matt. xvi. 28). 
. €@S οὐ τελεσθη EG’’HSVXTAA Orig 1/4; ews οτοὺ 


NABDKLMRTUII Orig 3/4 Dion™= 


. εὡς OU καὶ TO εἐσχ. λεπτον aTrodbws ews ov (A) DXTAATI une’; 


ews av 'T; ews NBL 1 Orig 
(In the parallel (Matt) 33 omits but not NBL) 


. ews ov εζυμωθη all (as in Matt) 

. I omit as being too complicated.) 

. €WS EUPN ews ov NAMUAA al.; ews οτου 254 

. €@S OTOU ευρὴ Plur ; ews οὐ NB (ews σου LX); om 
οτου D 69. 

. ews av Ow — αν, et τιθω D* 

. εὡς av Tavta yevntac —av ND 33 (see Matt xxiv. 34) 

. €WS OTOU πληρωθη all (except fam 1 ews ov) 


. €WS τρις απαρνησὴη NBLT fam 13 157 (ews ov KMXII; 


ews otou D; πρινὴη SATA™ A unc) 


. εὡς oTou ἡ Bac. του θεου ἐλθὴ (ews ov... NBC?F'L) 

. €@S ou evdvana be (ews οτου D 1 157; ews av Chr Thdt 
Cyr™* 1/2 [ews ov 1/2] 

. εὡς OV ἀρνηση (ews av Orig ; —ov X) 

. ews av Ow (om av D*) vide infra Heb i. 13 


. €@S οὐ προσηνεχθη (οσπως D™ ; —ov 100) 


. εὡς OV ἀαποκτεινωσιν all 

. €WS οὐ ἀποκτείνωμεν (ews av 105; —ov 13) 

. εὡς OU ανείλωσιν all 

. εὡς av EXON all 

. €@S EK μεσου yevnTaL (ews av FG) 

. ews av Ow (om av D*E*) vide supra Act τι. 35 
. εὡς τεθωσιν all 


. εὡς ov ἡμερα Siavyacn all 
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Apoc. 
vi. 11. ews πληρώσωσιν (--θωσιν CA) SNAB[apud al. = Q|CP 
(ews ov min alig) 
xx. 5. ews τελεσθη (axypt AB al.) 


Add perhaps for further illustration : 
Mark 
xill. 30. peypis ov Tavta Tavira yevntar Plur (sed peypis orov B; 


μέχρι δὲ ; ews ov 1), ews av 1 18 28, ews W Sod’? 2?°) 


Luke 
xxl. 24. ayps ov πληρωθωσι»ν NBL αἱ. 
ayxpls ov - CDR al. 
axpt(—ov) ,, AXTATI une? al. pl 
Acts 
vil. 18. ayps ov ανεστὴ B*CD 
αχρίς ov ἀνεστὴ NAB°EHP αἱ. omn vid 
Rom. 


xi. 25. aypus ov To πληρωμα των εθνων εἰσεχλθὴ Ommn (et B* axpu ov...) 
1 Cor. 


xi. 26. aypt ov ἔλθη N*B* 
αχρίς ov ἔλθη N*AB°CD*FG Bas Cyr Chr 1/2 Euthal 
Dam 
aypis ov av ἔλθη ND°EKLP Chr 1/2 Thdt Phot 
xv. 25. axpt ov θη N*AB*P 
aypus ov On B°D*FG al. Orig (lect fluct ut infra) 
Hipp Eus Epiph Dam 
αχρίς ov av On δ ΚΤ, (Cyr) Did Marc™ Chr That 
αχρις av On Orig partim Ath 
ai ΤΥ ee Plug Org 


aypis ov av ἐλθη B17 71 Clem Eus 
iv. 19. aypus ov μορφωθϑη NACDEFGKLP Clem Meth 1/2 Eus 
μέχρις ov μορφωθη = =N*B 37 116 (Meth 1/2) 


ili. 13. αχρις ov To σημερον Kanertat Omn (praeter M ἀχρι ov) 


11. 25. aypt ov av n&w NC min pauc 
αχρίς ov av n&w iP. 
ews av n&w A 47 
αχρίς ov n&w 38 59 69 121 
ἄχρις ov ἀνοίξω B (= Q) min mult 
aypis ov ἔλθω 56 


axpis ov av ἔλθω 81 
vii. 8. αχρι σφραγισωμεν ACP 112 al. pauc Orig” 
axypis σφραγισωμεν ὃὲ 67 
axpis ov σφραγ. iB: (= ΟΥ̓ al. 
axpis av σφραγ. 18 21 28 79 al. pauc 
xv. 8. aypt τελεσθωσιν Omn praeter C 
aypls ov τέλεσθωσιν C 
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Apoe. 


xvi. 17. ayps τελεσθησονται NAP etc. Hipp 
axpt τέλεσθωσιν B(=0) ete. 
aypt τέλεσθη Text recept sol. 
Xx. 3. ἀχρι TEX. Omn 
From the above the first thing which attracts notice is the lack of 
sympathy between δὲ and B; the second is the eclecticism and looseness 
of Origen. In the last part of the table I have added the Patyristic 
testimony which Tischendorf gives, and here again, especially in 
1 Cor. xi. 26, xv. 25, can be seen wide difference of opinion. 
The net result, as regards B, seems rather definitely to go far 
to prove a personal element predominating in his choice of expressions 
in the different places involved. 


Latin sympathy (continued). 
Luke 

xiv. 5. ev nuepa tov σαββατου instead of ev ty nuepa tov σαββατου 
only N*B (min pauc Tisch but not specified, = 131 157 al ἢ). 
This following πεσευται (ceciderit or cadet) so closely in the 
verse against ἐμπεσεῖται looks like Latin influence ‘ die 
sabbati.” 

31. βουλευσεται (pro βουλευεταὺ Only SB W-H Sod and latt 
(except ὁ d). Not even Paris®’ comes to join NB here. Sod 
adds 050 § 371 1858. 

Similarly : 

32. amooteikas epwra εἰς εἰρηνν B (προς εἰρηνην X*T). 
sympathises with the Old Latin pacem, dropping ta, which 
the later Latin vulgates have with f as ea quae pacis sunt. 
d has quae ad pacem without sunt and D ta προς εἰρηνην with 
the mass. 

W-H for some reason prefer προς εἰρηνὴν in their text to the 
εἰς εἰρηνην of B. 

xv. 4. ἀπολέσῃ ΒΒ and D Method and Latin only and (syr). No 
other Greeks and not W nor Paris’. But observe B has 
exov...attoreon, While D has oo ef... .amodeon. 

This BD conjunction here is emphasised in the same verse by the 
order εξ avtwy ἑν (for ἐν εξ avtwv) by NB and D* parts of fam 1 and 
fam 13 157, to which add W and Paris”, and e only (against ὦ and the 
Latins). Cf xxii. 50 εξ avtwy του ἀρχίερεως τον δουλον (pro εἕ αὐτῶν 
τον δουλον του apy.) NBLT fam 18 [non 124] non W non 157 non Paris* 
hoe loco. 

xv. 10. γινεται yapa evwriov ayyedwv (—Tev) B (cf. lat) 

22. +7ayv NBLX(D) 892 Paris” goth copt arm aeth™ and Latt. 
This seems to be an accretion. The other Greeks witness to 

Q 
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Luke 


XV. 29. 


xvi. 26. 


toid. 


ΧΗ; τος 


RK, 5. 
1, 
Ἐπ. 10: 


eles 52 


91. 


ΧΙ ἡ 
xxi, 42, 


abid. 


54, 
xxiv. 19, 
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the shorier text. W also opposes D here. (+tayews D 

13 157). 

φερετε (pro eveyckavtes) NBULRX Paris” latt syrr copt aeth (D 

Dam eveyxate) This looks like a strong combination. But it 

is doubtful. WY and the rest oppose including 892. 

ev (pro emt) NBL and all latins (but we m) boh [not sah] 

This runs against the mass and Dial Chr Ephr. As to sah 

and syr Aphraat they express 1¢ differently. 

—o.sec. S*BD and latt which does not express it. Sod 

adds nothing. 

περιποιήσασθαι (pro σωσα) Bl Paris” only W-H Sod [not 

SN = coca: with fifteen uncials and all min. gat e ff δ] 

C7 liberare ὃ ci q, and salvum facere a fl 7 vg; d with D 

goes on a separate course with bivicare and ζωογονησαι. 

— τοῖς (ante πτωχοι)ὺ B71 248 and lat | W-H | 

evye (p70 ev) BD 56 58 61 892 Orig latt 

Kal Kalp@ (-- εν) NBL min perpauc and D latt [non ὁ ἢ 

g: 1 copt|. See Tischendorf’s illuminating remark about the 

presence of €N in syr cw sin where it seems to be confounded 

with ἑν. At any rate it was present in their Greek. [N = καὶ 

εν τω Ypove. | 


. eTEpov πεμψα: Sovriov | NABLUY 


_ τρίτον πεμψαι NBLY min pe cf lat (contra copt). 
. —Tov (ante θεου) NABDL (157 latt quos vide) 
. —0 (ante xuptos) BD only 
αυτὴ ἡ πτωχὴ NBDLQ latt pl. 
. αἱ καρδιαι υμων ABXW only and latt syr 


(against the coptic method) 
Order: dvdackor ev to tepo ΒΚ only and latt (except a) syr 
(against δὲ and the rest) Paris®*’ does not support B here. 
εἰς EaUTOUS (}70 εαυτοις) NBCLM latt syr 
-- τῷ (ante ιησου) X*BC*L (αἰ. The coptic is 
very mixed here some sah and boh saying xe Ic = Jesu! 
others fic χε Tw wmoov. Already Orig and Orig’ 2/3 have 
made it Domine Jesu memento in this place. 
εἰς τὴν βασιλειαν (pro ev tn Bactrtea) Β͵Ι, 66 ἢ flrvg 
Orig’ pluries W-H [non Ῥυ δ᾽, Soden adds no cursives. | 
ἡμερα NY TapacKeuns (pro nu. nv παρασκευ) NBC*L lat 
vafapnvov (pro ναζωραιου) NBILT' Orig? latt, opposed by the 
others, by Paris*’ and distinctly by sah 
I say “ Latin: ace? vg”’ because it is a Latin form. Sah 
was evidently made from the Greek (IMA TWPAIOC) and the 
Latins ὦ d ff l* similarly from a Greek. (The bok turns it 
TUpeganazapee). 7 has nazoreno which is composite, but 
at some time clearly NBIL felt the latin influence. 


Luke a 
ll. 
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Tisch adds here: ‘Luc iv. 34 w vafapnve non fluct,” but 
D* reads here ναζορ. Τ᾿ Evst 47 vafwp. ὁ I* q nazorene. 
Follows a quotation from Tert (q.v.). Tisch continues “ xviii. 37 
ia o ναζωραιος habetur quae forma etiam septies in Actis legitur. 
Praeterea Joh ter ναζωραιος, Mc ter valapnvos.” 

Anyhow, whether Latin or merely preferential, NBIL carve 
the usual special line here. 


Coptie. 


9. εφοβηθησαν chodpa ἘΝ Cf W and boh only, as to this. 
int, 20; 


προσεθηκεν καὶ τοῦτο επι πασιν (-- καὶ) κατεκλεισεν Tov ἴω. εν 
(7m) φυλακη. The absence of the second καὶ is Coptic 
confirmed only by N*BD= bd e Eus, against rest and syr. 

How is it that on so many of these occasions NB desert syr 
for copt if copt did not influence them? δὲ corrector supplies 
και. i seems to be on the side of N’ here. As regards L note 
that in Matthew i. 4 it writes Nacoowyr for ναασσων with sah 
1/3 boh. 


. Leweecv (pro Σεμει) NBL (892) ὁ e copt 

. EdXpadap (pro Expodap) NBL (a bc 6) boh (sah) 

. Ιωναμ (pro lwvar) NBI' 604 al ὁ e copt 

. Mevva (pro Mawar) NBLX 33 157 892 c copt 


. Mettafa B is not copt, both versions having Mart. 


but it could occur from graeco-copt where Medea, Mevva, 
Marr. are set one below the other.) 


. Nadap N*B Sod*™ sol. c 6 sah [non boh| W-H 
. Lara (pro Σαλμων) N*B sah boh™™ syr sin (et syr cu sin 


in Matt[noncopt]) (To Tisch only aeth was known. Add sah 
and boh*’.) 


. Aduew (pro Αμιναδαβ) Sah and some, boh?' zrasegin. But 


sah boh do not omit auivadaB8 outright as B does alone; sah 
substitutes arnase as N* which please note. Aeth Adam 
Aminadab. Boh has Aminadab. W-H follow sah. 


. Kawau NSBL* Sod sah boh aeth W-H 
. Taper NB* al q aur sah [non boh| W-H 
. πιαλλ ere παντι pnuate θευ NBULW sah boh αἰΐῳ [non omn 


habent multi] only. 


. Nafapa NB*= 33 [non Paris] e Orig sah [non boh] (A* 


ναζαρατὶὴ 


.0τι ETL τουτὸ ἀπεσταλ. (}7Ὸ OTL εἰς τουτο ἀπεσταλ.) NBLW 


fam 13 67 (604) Paris only (a latt [non d e f 47) but compare 


t Cf Matt. i. 12 σελαθιηλ Bk (syr). 
Q 2 


ΝΠ 


Or 


18. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


the form of sah xe NTacTHMnNooeT rap eneigwSh, 

and the manner of boh: xeowH! ETasTaovor coKedat. 

τῆς lovdaias (pro της Γαλίλαια) NBCLQR 157 892 Paris” 
sah boh syr sin τῶν ιουδαιων WW 


. καὶ ακουειν (pro του axovew) NABLWX fam 1 218 892 


Paris” ὁ copt aeth arm 


. Order: πλοία δυο BW 22 892 Paris’ a e sah boh syr 


contra rell. Om δυο 8* W-H follow B in text. 


. -avto NB 604 Sod e boh [non sah| W-H 
TG 


Kat δυναμις κυρίου nv εἰς το ιασθαι αὐτοὺς Most, but NBLE 
and W Paris*’ Cyr" change the last word to avtov altering the 
sense and construction. This is not found in boh, but is in 
sah: ‘that the power of the Lord was being (there) for 
him to cure.”’ No others change (except Sod*”). 

I may say here that if sah or boh had been following XB 
we would find a different state of things in these versions at 
v. 5, v. 17. But if NB consulted both versions (as seems 
abundantly illustrated in these notes) then we have the only 
good reason for the wavering agreement of NB together now 
with bol now with sah, and of the agreement of δὲ or B now 
with one version and then with another against each other. 

Again, in v. 20 we have another —avtw (following e7rev), 
[as at v. 5 (also following e7rev) |, omitted by NBLE 33 130 604 
tf 922 vg sah, but boh which omitted at v. 5 does not do so 
here. In fact boh adds “to the paralysed.’ Had boh been 
following NB text it would have omitted here as well as in 
v. 5, and had sah been following NB text it would have 
omitted in v. 5 as well as here in v. 20. See below at vi. 18. 
Ἔπολυς (post oyros) NBULW fam 1 892 Paris” syr sch pesh 

sah [non boh | 
evoyNoupevot (pro oyNoupevort) NABL 1 [non 118-209] 157 273 
Paris®’’. See boh. In connection with what I wrote just above, 
this is quite interesting, for first of all A (Alexandrian) joins the 
group. Then upon turning up boh we find enawT 9,6 22KO 
is the word used! (sah different NET RLOKS, eBoa = also 
Acts v. 16 Balestri edition). 

Note that at Acts v.16 οχλουμενοὺυς is read by all Greek Mss. 
Turning up boh there, we find quite a different expression 
NEge NH ETOHY ATEM NINNA MAKAKApPTON. 

Can we now doubt that evoyAovpevor came from 


ENACT S,E22KO and not vice-versa 97 


ΤΑ still more subtle borrowing from sah is done by N alone in Lue xviii. 5 where δὶ 


substitutes mapevoxAew for παρεχειν of B and all the rest. Consult Horner’s note in sah 
as ο COCED, DO ICE meaning “ addeth trouble.” 
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Forms of oyAew are nowhere else used. It is thoroughly 
Lucan, and a ἅπαξ dey. of his in the Gospel once, and in 
Acts once. 

Both οχλεω and evoydew are used in the classics, and the 
dictionary gives away another secret, for under oyNew we find 
** More usual in its compounds.” 

Hence a change from oy. to evox. is far more likely than 
the accusation tacitly levelled against poor long-suffering 
‘“‘ Antioch” of changing evoyn. “of the best Mss” to οχλ. St. 
Luke gives this the lie direct in Acts. 

The Latin in Luke is verabantur, and in Acts veratos, with 
vexabantur by d p gig Lucifer. 


The Coptic of Acts eT g,Kay = cruciatus, vexatus (Peyron p. 373) 


Lue vil. 15. 


BK 


vi. 5. 


6. 
19; 


43. 


χι 96. 
87. 


TO,ERrKo afflictio, cruciatus, poena (Peyron p. 259). 
Note that καὶ before εθεραπευοντο omitted by NABDLQ is 
also the coptic manner here (boh and sah). 


εκαθισεν (pro avex ) B Sod"! soli=e Iren™ (sedit). Cf. sah boh 
a μεν (pro o μεν) BW sah [non boh | 

avta (pro avTo) B 16 21 273 sah [non boh| 
emt TeTpav ( -- την) B Paris® boh (indef. article) 
παρέγενετο (pro TapeyevovTo) BDX ἃ 50 ΤΙ 278 Paris*’ boh 


(definitely 3rd pers fem sing) (sah) 


--ιατροις mpocavadwoaca tov Biov BD sah syr sin [non cu] 
hier®© 
. ἀκούσαι μου a BT' (? Habet του) sah soli 
. >exBarov εδωκεν δυο Snvapia _—_—B sah soli 
. πεῖς TOV OLKOV B sah soli 


Besides many illuminating passages (such as Luc ii. 48/vi. 26, 
vil. 45, 1x. 62, xi. 11 12, xvii. 19, xxiii. 50, some under another 
head, ‘‘ Solecisms ’’) note 

εν (ante τὴ ἀστραπὴ)... B Paris” sah boh 

-- τις NBLT' fam 1 fam 18 157 604 
Paris” against all the rest syrr latt and arm. This is one of 
those square divisions where D d abandon all sympathy with 
the Alexandrine group. This omission is no more ‘‘ neutral” 
or ‘‘pre-syrian”’ than I am a centaur. The Greek group 
above is one and stands out in all its loneliness. What has 
become of the coptic then? Well, it seems to me that the 
lack of τις is simply due to the coptic which generally says 
a pharisee to express such a thing. Sah here is ae 
Awtbapicaroc and boh nxeowl apiceoc [Horner has no 
remarks on -- τίς in the above Greek Mss] and this caught the 
eye of the parent of NBL Paris” etc, and led to its being 
dropped in copying. There is no sense in conjecturing an 
addition here, ev δὲ Tw λαλησαι Eepwra avtov φαρισαίος being 
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quite sufficient. τις is therefore part of the text, and it is NBL 
who drop it per incuriam, and there is no ‘‘ pre-syrian’’ text 
about it at all. Soden follows Egypt with omission. 

It looks very pretty and ‘“‘neutral” I admit: verse 37 
φαρισαιος followed by ver 38 ὁ δε dapicatos, that is indefinite 
followed by definite, but copt has an indefinite and Greek has 
not. And τις therefore is not out of place in verse 37. 

x1. 53. Here occurs a very serious difference. For the ordinary λέγοντος 
δε αὐτου tavta προς αὑτοὺς NBCL 33 Paris” substitute 
κακειθεν εξελθοντος αὐτου. Thisis against all Syriacs 
and all Latins and all the rest of the Greeks. It is apparently 
shared with or derived from the Coptic only. 

There is no exact parallel, but after the close of some of the 
parallels in Matt. xxili., chapter xxiv. opens καὶ εξελθων o 
Im cous emopeveTo απο Tov Lepov Kat προσηλθὸον οἱ wad. αὐτου 
επιδειξαι αὐτώ Tas οἰκοδομας του tepov (= Mark xii. 1 καὶ 
εκπορευομένου QUTOU εκ του ἰερου.. τὴς 

Is it possible that NSBCL 33 Paris” copt are right and all 
the rest wrong? The six authorities cited are nightly but one. 
What about the other sympathising cursives fam 1 fam 13 
28 157 604 892? Have they all been corrupted by this 
abominable Antiochian or Constantinopolitan recension, while 
shaking themselves free from it on so many occasions? [5 it 
humanly possible to conceive this? Or do not NBCL 33 
Paris*’ merely represent some untoward effort of Hesychius or 
another to bemuddle Dr. Hort ?¢ (Soden follows Hort.) 

For observe the same process in verse 54: 

54. -- και ζητουντας NBL fam 1 239 Paris®’ copt aeth 
—wwa κατηγορησωσιν αὐτοῦ NBL 892 Paris* copt aeth syr sin. 

It is quite of one recension. But really, are we to believe 
that all other copies have parted with sanity and conspired to 
down the truth ? 

xl. 25. πηχὺυν (— eva) N*BD id ff, 1 sah boh (ow gnage 
more copt) but opposed by all else including WY Paris*’ 892 
604 and all minn latt rell syr omn arm aeth Eus'. 

47. I cannot rank this even under attempted ‘‘ improvement,” so 
I place it here. 
B (with NT’"Y 33 348 892 Paris” only) wishes to read exervos δὲ ὁ 


ΤΑ study of the Diatessaron arab is worth while in this connection. Section xLI 
opens with Matt. xxiii. 34/39, interposes John xii. 42/50, then proceeds with Luke 
xi. 53/xii. 8. The language here of Luke xi. 53 is Ney. de αὐτου ταῦτα προς avrovus and not 
κακειθεν εξελθυντος αὐτου. But after continuing with Jo. xii. 36/41, it proceeds with 
Matt xxiv. 1 ‘‘AND WHEN JESUS WENT OUT of the Temple.’”’ A diatessaron in Greek 
so constructed might account for a scribal error here, the wrong plaze being taken up in 
copying. It seems the only clue. 
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δουλος ο yvous to θελημα Tov κυρίου αὐτου και μὴ ETOLMATAS ἢ TOLNTAS TO 
θελημα αυτου. 

This ἢ for μηδὲ finds its counterpart in sah: 

NPAHAA AE ENTACEIRLE EMOTWH RAMECEKOEIC ALTIC]- 
coRTEH SLTICIEIPE- .. Boh opposes with oreo 8, (one MS ΟἾΔΕ) before 
‘prepared not ”’ and oto 2 for μηδε. 

I believe NBTY 33 348 892 Paris” sah to be utterly wrong, and if we 
want the “‘ shorter” text we have to go to LW 13 8° latt syr Cypr which 
give US καὶ μὴ ETOL“acas, Omitting μηδὲ or ἢ ToLnoas ; or tO 4.5 which omits 
the whole! Consulting W for control we find that that new MS goes 
with L for the ‘‘shorter”’ text and again opposes B, while Paris” again 
supports B. 

But καὶ μὴ ετοιμᾶσας ἡ ποιησας strikes me as opposed to the usual 
N.T. sequences, and καὶ pn ετοιμᾶασας μηδὲ ποιῆσας of the mass should 
be right. 

Luke 

xl. 9. εἰσ To μέλλον εἰ de wnye. Matter of order by NBLT 33 (69 
non fam) 892 Paris*’ with sah boh, against the rest of Greeks, 
and against Latins and Syriacs and arm. 

14. +o7e (ante εξ) after the Coptic manner (sah boh) with only 
NBL Paris*’ 892 and two Latin vg against the rest. 
This is mentioned here as it follows xiii. 9 so closely. 
Doubtless the coptic reacted here on NBL and not NBL on 
the coptic. 

xv. 12. ὁ δὲ διείλεν αὐτοῖς τον βιον (pro Kat διείλεν αὐτοῖς Tov βιον) 
NABL Paris®’ 892 boh sah. This is a place which bears out 
my contention that coptic influenced NBAL and not that sah 
or boh felt the influence of NB. For observe N° feels the 
influence, not N*, and is joined by A, as well as BL. All 
others are against this except Paris*’ which here follows, but 
W opposes with the other versions and all Jatt. Here is a 
clear example of W-H (no syllable in their margin!) following 
an Egyptian recension, and nothing to do with “ pre-syrian ”’ 
at all. 

(xv. 21. BL = copt order. See under “ Order.’’) 

The point which I make above (at xv. 12) happens to be illustrated 
further and immediately after at :— 

xvl. 1. where B* alone writes ovcovouove for οἰκονομον. Did not his 
eye wander to the coptic where the accusative ov does not 
show? The termination is oc, the word being transliterated 
from the Greek and appearing Roworkonoxxoc both in sah 


and boh. 
I can offer further immediate corroboration of the 
assumption :— 


3. σκαπτειν οὐκ ἰσχυω ΚΑΙ eraitew αἰσχυνομαι. This καὶ is 
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unknown to the Greeks except to B [not followed by W-H! 
who divined something wrong here] but is definitely read by 
boh and sah and aeth, but not by the Latins. The Syriac 
here +diatess opposes the Latins however joining B (again 
a square division between syr and lat). Syriac influence 
might here be attributed to B, but I think the previous 
context will bear me out in attributing it to Coptic. I have 
never seen this pointed out before, and submit that it goes 
a long way to show Coptic influence on B, which if the proofs 
offered are considered sufficient, destroys B as a ‘‘ neutral” 
type, especially when the apparent Latinisms are taken into 
consideration at the same time (see ante). 
Another commentary offers in this chapter: 

xvi. 15. B writes alone ott to ev ἀνθρωπω υψηλον (for ott το εν 
ανθρωποις υὑψηλον). The point we have not yet got is 
whether sah or boh is influencing B. Well here all sah 
(known to Horner) have ἀνθρώποις, but Horner’s boh text, 
following the boh AC,*THS, has ‘‘in the man” etT Aen 
TUpWwWe2t, not mipwerr That is the only support for B™. 
The syr has plural, and the old syr “‘sons of men” or ‘‘sons of 
man.’ W-H do not follow B. Soden adds no other witness. 

A further commentary is offered immediately after at :— 

17. xeparav μιαν a change of order by B only sah (os qwag, 
NowwTt) syr, while boh omits μιαν (= OwKEPEA most, 
Οὐ ΠΩ, some). The omission in boh led to the change 
of order perhaps, while B consulted sah. 

26. Again a commentary offers here. In the important sentence 
Kal επι TAGL τοῦυτοις μεταξυ μωὼν καὶ υμῶν χάσμα μέγα 
εστηρικται NBL Paris” substitute ev (for em) with boh 
and Jatt”, while sah expresses differently: ‘‘ But after all 
these there is a great gulf fixed,” and sy ‘‘ And with all these 
same things a great gulf is set.’ 

xvll. 1. Order: ta σκανδαλα pn ελθειν So NBLX Paris®’ 892 e (sah) 
only, and I claim that this is more likely due to sah on NBLX 
than the converse, for all others oppose with μὴ «dew τα 
oxavoada including it and Origen Chr Dam, so that here 
with W-H following NBLX e we have not even restored the 
text of Origen. 

Same verse πλὴν ovar for ova de by NBDL ἐέ (except f/ vg) = also 
coptic (boh and sah). 


xvll. 19. —% πιστίς cov σεσωκε σε B*! cum sah 6/9. 
These and these alone. Comment is unnecessary. 
23. order: ἐδου exer ἡ δου mde B® Paris” boh 
dou exer καὶ ἰδου ὧδε ὃ Sy" CU SiN 


LOOU EKEL LOOU WOE L 
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This place is in a grand muddle, but the others place wée first, and 
as to Β΄, Tischendorf says, it originally read wée...wde (in the photo- 
graphs one can see nothing). The fact remains that B® is nearest to bol, 
while the sah ss all vary, and may have influenced B*. 

Thus 85 reads CLARK TIERRA H TAs 


114, = ORR eRa H 92e Mal 
70, «ORPTIEIANS HH ORK MAl 
64, αλἌπελὰ. ἡ Oar MA! 
1, αοϑάπεια. ἡ CIERRTIAT 
89, «CIRRTIEIeeea ἢ OaR ΠΗ 
25 4, CYARTIAT 


while in the same verse --,πηλθητε μηδὲ of B fam 13 [157] 


seems to correspond closely to sah. 
Luke 


XVll. 33. oo & αν (pro Kat os ear) NBLY 69 245 892 Paris al. 
perpauc bohttes BEM 

35. +7 (ante pia) So N*BDR Sod’ 1 69 Paris” and bohP#H)° 

37. καὶ οἱ ἀετοι NBL Paris’? min pauc b d [contra D*| boh” 

ibid. επισυναχθησονται (pro cuvay.) NBLQ LHvst 19 cf. sah 
; Jin “ will be gathering to it.” 
xvill. 29. Order: ἡ γυναίκα ἡ αδελφους ἡ yoves. NBL 892 Paris” sah 
boh against all others. 
xix. 8. Order: μου tov urapyovrey NBLQ fam 1 Paris” bringing 
the possessive first with coptic. (157 does not do so here, but 
on several other occasions; see below.) 

23. Order: μου to apyvptov only NABLYW 33 157 [δ᾿ 892 Paris’ 
Evst 48 and the coptics against Latin. These points should 
be noted. I will be told about other coptic sympathy that of 
course it was NB which influenced the coptic and not vice 
versa. I do not think so. In some places community of 
origin is clearly indicated. In many others, as here, it is to 
be observed that it is more than likely that a reflex action of 
the coptic manner on NB is in question. 

Notice here W pov to apyuvpiov pov. W* first wrote μου 
To apy. and then cancelled μου iit and added at end. Ν also 
has this reduplication. 

26. Almost immediately below we come across further close coptic 
sympathy. NBL fam 1 892 Paris*’ a omit yap with boh and 
sah. Yet the rest and syr cu sin have the copula, and other 
Latins and Lucifer +autem. 

40. -- αυτοις NBL [non min] copt Orig W-H Sod tat 

xx. 9. χρονους (—txavovs) B* (non W-H) with boh mss BDA,SE 
FJLO 26 (see Horner notes in sah vol., not clear in boh) 

Note. This is immediately followed in B* at xx. 10 by καὶ καιρω 

(-- εν) with Latin, whereas boh have distinctly καὶ ev xaipw. Hence, if 


234 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


boh® had been following B™ in ver 9, they might have adopted a different 


expression. 


I say this to guard against the retort that the boh mss° 


reported above were perhaps following B*™. [Aliter expr. aeth: et moram 
fecit venire. | 


Luke 


ΧΙ AU 


42. 


SRO: 


KIL, Lh 


yap (pro δε) NBLY 33 36 57 108 213 Paris” boh sah. 
(The rest vary and @ nee amplius). 
autos yap (pro και autos) NBLR(Q) min pauc et 157 892 
Paris” 1 boh sah Cyr against all others. 
κατισχυσητε (pro καταξιωθητὴὶὴ NBL(W)XWV fam 1 33 36 
57 157 213 892 Paris” sah boh aeth syr hier, against all others 
and against syr lat and Tert™. 

As Orig is not extant here, I prefer to attribute this to 
coptic influence, and should certainly follow Tert who ts 
extant here, not to speak of the body of Latins and e repre- 
senting Cyprian, and not to speak of syr cu sin pesh which 
oppose syr hier. 

It will be noticed that the former group known to Tisch and 
Hort has been added to by W (κατισχυσατε)ὶ VW and Paris”, 
but they are rather birds of a feather. Yet I would give the 
additional testimony all the weight desired, and still say 
that the strength of the position remains with the Latt 
and Syrr who are completely agreed except for syr lier 
whose defection rather emphasises this as an unnecessary 
‘‘improvement.” In any case a change from καταξιωθητε to 
κατισχύυσητε is far more probable than an attempted emenda- 
tion of κατισχυσητε to καταξιωθητε (the Latins express in 
two words). 


ev ἡ εδει θυεσθαι To πασχα Most, but BCL and D 892 [but 


not δὲ vell| omit ev. Not so latt, so the omission is ruled out 
from Latin sympathy. The ev is desirable here. Upon 
reference to the coptic we find ev present but transferred quite 
to the end of the verse (it so appears in Horner’s translation 
of sah but does not do so in his translation of boh although 
the expressions employed are identical in both versions). The 
coptic says ‘‘ this which ’—as if reading 7)—‘‘is numbered to 
slaughter the passover 7.” 


. —els (ante τὴν eunr) B Cf sah boh. 
. Order: καὶ to ποτήριον ὡσαυτως NBL Paris” boh sah syr 


hier (non al.) W-H Sod tat 


. oTt (pro Kat) NBD*LT 157 z‘sem Paris” boh sah (against 


all others incl. W and syr hier). a d Orig om. 


31 init. --εἰπε δὲ ο κυριος BLT Sod** sah boh Bas 1/2 syr sin 


90. 


[contra syr cu et rell omn et contra WY 892 Paris*"| 
Se (pro ovr) NBLTD Sod’ Paris Laura’ '* ¢ d sah boh 


Luke 
XXII. 


XX111. 


37. 
39. 
57. 


68. 


6. 


15. 


Ui: 


36. 
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το (pro ta) NBDLQTW Sod" (B ὦ G) 1157 ὃ ἃ sah boh (syr) 
— και (ante or μαθηταὶ B*V Paris” Sod?" sah aeth (boh"*) 
Order: οὐκ oda avtov γυναι (pro γυναι οὐκ oda avTor) 
NBLTXYWV 213 Sod*! [non al. minn] sah boh arm only, 
against the rest of Greeks, all Latins, and syrr. (-- γυναι 
Dice Ty; 
— μοι ἡ απολυσητε NBLT Sod boh Cyr (fam 1 157 
Paris” sah habent μοι) 
— γαλίλαιαν (post axoveas) Only NBLTT" boh (against sah syr 
lat and the rest) Sah is very definite AE TYAAIAAIA, and 
892 Paris’ do not omit nor WY. If NBLT managed to 
influence boh, how was it they did not influence any others ? 
Not even Paris*’ which has been running very close to them 
for many verses past. Surely it was boh which influenced 
NBLT. If NBLT influenced boh how was it they (or their 
common ancestor, for they have indeed a common ancestor) 
did not influence sah? W-H follow this small combination 
for omission. I would not dare go against the beautifully 
emphatic character of the phrase in sah and syr cu sin. Soden 
adduces only one new witness, 6371, yet excludes. 
ἀνέπεμψεν yap αὑτον προς ἡμᾶς NBKLMTIL minn pauc f 
1304 892, Paris’ (—yap), sah boh 
ἀνεπεμψα yap vas προς avTov Rell et tt aeth; syrr arm 
(aviov προς avTov) 

This is rather an interesting commentary on the previous 

reference. The change of sense is so complete here, but 
witnessed to most carefully by both coptics. In fact sah says 
‘But Herod also found nothing against him; for he sent him 
to us...” while boh follows the Greek method: ‘ But neither 
Herod also; for he sent him to us...’ Observe that aeth 
opposes sah boh. 
Om vers ABKULTT'IT (A here replaces δὲ) 892 Sod'*” @ vg 
sah boh [non omn] Dd syr cu sin aeth place the verse after 
verse 19. 

Six boh mss and the correctors of four others have it. 


. tau (ante κοιλιαι) NBCNT'X 892 min’ [non Paris®”] and 


so sah boh [non W* | 


. κακουργοι δυο NB W-H only as it would appear. The 


sentence runs a little more smoothly thus: nyovro δὲ καὶ ετεροι 
Kakoupyot δυο, instead of: ἤγοντο δὲ καὶ eTepor δυο KaKoupyot, 
but sah boh support NB. [Soden adds nothing new]. 

προσερχομενοῖ οἕος προσφεροντες avrw NABC*L Paris” only. 
This involves the omission of καὶ before οἕος and is supported 
by ar and boh (sah also avrw per’ o£ov, minus προσφεροντες 
avtw). The absence of καὶ between the two participles 
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xxiil. 38. 
ibid. 


40. 


45. 


44, 


49, 


50. 
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seems a little rough and contrary to N.T. usage. The 
inference is coptic influence. Observe A joins the group. 
This is immediately followed by : 
— γεγραμμενὴ NBLT' Sod**" sah boh (contra mundum) 
—ypappacw EX. και Pou. και EBp. S&S“ [Habet 8] BC*L 
Paris® sah boh [non omn] to which add a syr cu sin, but against 
all else and Cyr. 
επιτιμὼν αὐτω edn (pro επετιμὰ αὐτὼ Reyov) NBC*LX 
213 Paris” 892 boh”' [non sah| (syr καὶ edn) 
—o moovs NBLT' Host 26 οἷ sah boh contra rell et contra 
Chr: (οι μανιχαιοι---επίλαβομενοι Tov χωριου τουτου φασιν᾽"- 
εἶπεν ὁ YO ἀμὴν αμην...) 
καὶ ἣν ἡ δὴ woer wpa extn (pro nv δὲ woe wpa extn) BC*LT' 
ὅθ7 1 892 boh [non sah]. On the other hand ND some latins 
and Orig have καὶ but not +757. This plus ηδὴ is found 
however in boh οὐορ, NE PNAT OHAH NAxMe ΠΕ, 
(while sah is NE NNAawe ae ΠΧΠοΟΟ πε [sah has ae, correct 
Tisch|) and nowhere else. All the others oppose. Here is 
the “longer” text then once more in BL [not δὲ]. It is not 
from the parallels in Matt. and Mark, and must be an old error 
from KAIHNAE€WCeEl, the de having remained after καὶ was 
introduced, and being copied as καὶ nv dn. If this be dis- 
allowed, there is no alternative but a bohairic influence on BL, 
because boh could not get it very well from the Greek as he 
must have looked well at the place, for 9 Hau is introduced in 
a different order, viz. between wpa and extn, the woe being 
apparently dropped (as in sah" aeth and 157 γ᾽ vg®), but there 
is room for a great muddle here, because the word for wet 
(=Na& or Nace) is very like the word for wpa.t BL boh here 
are a unit against the rest. How it occurred must be thought 
of in connection with the other coptic sympathy, which 
fluctuates between boh and sah. As δὲ does not share the 
addition here the place will bear more study (Cf +78» at 
xxiv. 29). 


. The passage tov ἡλίου εκλίποντος of NBL would follow 


naturally here, but so much has already been written about it 
that I forbear. Nor have I touched at all on Lukei. 28, ii. 14, 
33, vi. 1 48, xxii. 43/44, xxi. 34, xxiv. 42, as these passages 
have been discussed before, and 11. 9 I merely record above. 
καὶ at γυναῖκες B Paris sah [Soden adds nothing | 
ayabos δικαιος B et sah soli [Soden forgets this] 


t+ This 597 (Venice Marc i. 59) in Gregory’s Emendanda is not to be confused with 


579 (Paris”). 


t Hence PNAS, MMA, the moment or the hour. 
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is 32. ws ελαλει nuly ev TH οδω (—KaL) ws διηνογεν ἡμιν Tas γραφας. 
This is often the Coptic method. The omission of the copula 
is observed in NBDL 383 syr hier and boh sah only (copt omits 
the second ws as well). The passage is not without interest 
for B maintains the two clauses (although without copula, 
= copt) while Origen ELEVEN TIMES, with ὦ ὃ ὁ εἰ Amb Aug 
syr cu sin, omits the first ws ελαλει. 

44, ev TW νόμω μωυσεως καὶ τοις προφηταις Kat Ψψαλμοις. SoB 
and Paris’. ev tots προφηταις says N, καὶ ev Τοῖς 
προφηταῖις Li, and these three groups agree in one, but, proving 
certainly that it was not sincere copying, they disagree in 
detail, while the supporting authority, namely sah-boh, has it 
yet differently thus: ev (τω) vouw μωυσεως και (lit. peta) TOLS 
προφηταῖς Kat (lit. μετα) τοις ψαλμοις. 

Only the coptic adds τοις before ψαλμοις. 

W-H manage out of this slight difference to slip in the 
reading of B alone! They say nothing in the margin, and 
they have just rejected B’s single readings (απάντα in this 
verse, +«az in verse 39, tz for δέατι verse 38, nyy:xav verse 28, 
avtous for και avtos verse 15), and behold it is not B at all as 
a whole which we are getting in W-H here, but pure W-H 
intuition which is the ‘‘ neutral” text ! 

47. καὶ κηρυχθηναι emt τω ονοματι αὐτου μετανοίαν εἰς (}70 καὶ) 
αφεσιν ἁμαρτιων εἰς Tavta Ta εθνηὴ NB sah boh, to which add 
syr™ Ph [against the Old Syriac]. So that W-Hf text is 
satisfied to follow NB copt alone with “‘syr vg” [cw not 
extant, sin not known to W-H]. Soden has no new 
witness. 

This is in a different class from others placed under ‘‘ Improvement,”’ 
for here NB have two cases of evs following each other, and to them on 
this occasion it is not apparently abhorrent nor to W-H nor to Tisch who 
follow. It is possible that all the other authorities, including syr vet, 
revised here to avoid this repetition ; but itis also possible that the coptic 
is responsible, for Paris*’? does Not follow NB here, nor does our new 
witness W agree with them, nor V. 

Tisch justly remarks that in St. Luke can be found both expressions 
βαπτισμα μετανοιας εἰς αφεσιν (111. 8) and δουναι μετανοιαν τῶ top. Kat 
αφεσιν (Act v. 31), the former supported by Mark 1. 4. 

The only thing to be said here about Coptic is that NB are agreed 
with C*LNX 98 213 and the coptic, against the rest, in following this in 
the same verse with apfayevor for apEapevov, again against Paris’ and W, 


| W-H text εἰς, marg. ka. Souter reverses this: καὶ text, εἰς alternative reading 
at foot. Soden retains καὶ in his text. Yet if NB sah δον are wrong here, why does 
Soden think them right at xxiii. 6, 38, 48, xxiv. 82 Ὁ 
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and in the next verse (48) de is omitted by sah boh with NBC*L, while 
eote omitted only by BD Sod"° d Aug (aeth boh) is more striking. 


Latin (and Coptic). 


There are a good many of these combinations with the small 
group containing B, but they need not be dealt with specially. Some 
places appear however clearly to have influenced B. For instance : 


Luke 
xvii. 24. —ev τὴ nuepa αὐτοῦ BD 220 soli inter gr cumabdeir, 


et sah (aeth) W-H. Cf. Merx vol. τι. p. 348. 

xviii. 4. wera ταυτα δὲ BULQT* 892 Paris”. This against all other 
Greeks including δὲ and D μετα de tavta, but the Latin is post 
haec autem a f iq vg, postea autem e (while bcd ff, 1 omit 
autem) and both coptics say s2xeenenca mar ae. As Tisch 
points out, in Luke x. 1 peta de tavza there is no change 
among the Greeks. We have to go to Matt. xxvi. 73 for μετα 
μικρον de. Westcott and Hort religiously follow BLQ. 

This I believe however to be very ancient Latin influence 
from a Graeco-Latin, because in the same verse the tendency is 
strongly Latin against Coptic, for NBLX Hipp 157 Paris” 892 
with abce f fil pm vg say οὐδὲ avOpwrov instead of καὶ 
avOpwrov οὐκ of the rest of the Greeks Bas Chr Dam. And 
the coptics both turn the phrase without expressing an οὐδὲ 
[a few boh do 7/24]. 

I may further point out why I think the Latin is old 
enough to have influenced the BLQ@ text here. Three 
verses beyond, at: 

7. BLQ, this time joined by NV 892 Paris” and (6), write τῶν 
εκλεκτων αὐτου των βοωντων AUTw@ NuEpas καὶ VUKTOS, Whereas 
‘ab ffilqr simply omit αὐτω (or the “προσ avtov”’ of the other 
Greeks Mac Bas Chr Antioch Damcd f Iren™ Tert™™). As 
a matter of fact, if we want to choose between πρὸς avtov and 
avtw I should strongly incline to follow Tert and Iren'* who 
are strengthened by Basil Chrys Damasus etc and the other 
fifteen Greek uncials and all the cursives [D* = βοωντων 
avtwy, d qui clamant ad eum. Tisch omits to notice d for 
ad eum]. But the omission may be the more basic (sy7 does 
not omit, and sah has ETWYy ES,pat Epod)). 

9. εξουθενουντες (pro εξουθενουντα) B115 259** d&* οἷ al’. No 
other Gk uncials. In connection with what I wrote above, 
note that, against the imperfect of most Latins (but e 
contemnunt, d spernent) a has spernentes. Possibly therefore 
B got this from such a Gk-Latin. W-H do not follow. 
It is found in Tregelles’ margin. 


Luke 


xvii. 10. 


11. 


xxi: 10, 


48. 


49. 


64. 
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But it seems very difficult to separate Latin and Coptic sym- 
pathy. For here B with (D)RX 71 213 says εἰς (—0) φαρισαιος 
καὶ 0 ετερος TeAXwvys, Which corresponds exactly to sah 
OC& oOwbapicatoc πὲ MKEOCTA OCTEAWIHC ΠΕ, 
whereas boh πιοῦδι meoehapiceoc Me πικεοῦδι 
NEO’ TEAWIMKC TE. 

Unus..unus, unus..alius, wnus..alter of the Latins of 
course does not help us without articles, but the conflict 
between boh and sah, where δὲ and the mass follow boh, and 
B with only DRX agree with sah in suppressing the first 
article, is really noteworthy in view of what has gone before. 
These little places it will readily be seen are quite interesting 
and worth attention. W-H have eis in text, and o in margin. 
Another conflict between δὲ and B follows. 

B with L only and N°W fam 1 213 892 Paris” (Sod adds 55) 
e vg arm Orig Cypr reads of the Pharisee: σταθεὶς tavta 
προς eaviov mpoonvy.t instead of A(D) etc: σταθεὶς προς 
€avTov tTavta προσηυχ. and thus also a goth syrr Bas 
Antioch. 

N* with bc f fil qr and sah aeth OMIT προς eavtov. This 
omission might be taken for the “neutral” text if you will, 
but, would you believe it, W-H follow B Orig and Cypr in 
their text (with προς eavtov tavta in their margin), and not a 
word about omission! Now the conjunction of 6 and Cypr with 
B sah and Orig is clearly Egyptian, Africa and Greek-Egypt 
combined, while Basil with the mass oppose, and the bulk 
of the Latins omit. D d = καθεαυτον and seorsum. Therefore 
W-H produce an Egyptian text again once more and not a 
“neutral” one. And there is nothing “ pre-syrian ”’ about it, 
since the old syriac goes with the mass against B. 
els ἥν (pro ov) NBCLY z sem Paris®’ (X ev η) latt sah boh, 
but against ov of fifteen uncials including D and ὦ “ubi”’; 
(157 distinctly ovov), ov εαν five remaining uncials (perhaps 
from Mark ozrov eav). 
tnoous δε (pro o δὲ tnoovs) NBULTX 157 892 Cf latt Jesus 
autem, and boh τῆς ΔΕ Tlexac (sah" πεχὲε ic; sak™ 
ΠΕΧΕ ae ic). (Paris® omits copula with sah and syrr.) 

That the conjunction with Coptic and Latin is not fortuitous, 
consult :— 

[κυριε] --αὐτώ NBLTX [non R, male Soden] again Paris” 
71 213 892 sah boh 1 ἡ 

(τω xcuptw D et domino d; Dno Jesu aeth) 

—€TUTTOV αὐτου To TpocwTov Kat NBKUMTII copt and 


t W shows Egyptian preference for evyera: and Paris” nuyero (for προσηυχετο). 
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Luke 
some Latins. I enter it, as ετύπτον was apparently known 


to Marcion here as well as to the rest of the opposition. t¢ 
Add iv. 5. — 0 διαβολος εἰς opos vnrov NBL lat mult sah (boh) Cyr 
contra rell et syr 


Traces of Syriac. 
Luke 
11. 19. mavta cuvetnper Ta pnuata (—Tavta) B 77 129 225 a" (of 


syr sin) Soden does not bother to add the cursives. 
51. mavta ta pnuata (—tavta) N*BDMWa ὁ (cf syr sin sch 
pesh arm) 
11. 33. Eopev B y*"? [male Sod i] ὃ (d) vg syr W-H 
v. 18. +avrov (post θειναι) BLE 157 syrr sah boh aeth | W-H| 
29. μετ αὐτου (pro pet avtwv) B fam 1 22 Paris” diatess (hiant 
syr cu sin), κατ᾽ aytov 69 [non fam] 
vi. 26. —o matepes avtoy Ὁ 604 syr sin sah [non boh nec rell verss | 


ix. 2. --τοὺς ασθενεις B syr cu syr sin Dial W-H 
x. 42. μαριαμ B 1 Paris” 1 syr W-H 
xi. 46. και αὐτοι +vpers B alone among Greeks with Paris” Sod*?. 


Latt all apparently e¢ ipsi, although a Latin may exist 
with et vos ipst. But this ὑμεῖς practically replaces αὐτοὶ in 
the syriac (oAsqo). W-H do not add. 

Cf boh (aliter expr sah). 

xvi. 3. σκάπτειν οὐκ ἰσχυω KAI erate αἰσχυνομαι. All syrr and 
diatess (no latins) and B alone of Greeks. But B is supported 
by both coptics and aeth (see under Coptic influence) and I 
am inclined to attribute this καὶ to coptic influence on B, 
the coptics having previously imbibed it from a Graeco-syriac. 

Notice both coptic and syr say οταν μετασταθω EK της 
οἰκονομίας in the very next verse (xvi. 4) with NBD min 
aliq (απο LX 892), while the majority of Greeks are content 
with the partitive genitive. W-H have ex, but ignore +«az 
of B. 


+ These things must be weighed carefully. Take for instance soon after, at xxiii. 2 
it is a difficult question whether nuwy belongs after εθνος (‘ evpopev διαστρεῴφοντα το εθνος 
[nuov]’’). It is added by NBDHKLMRTNY min® it vg sah boh syrr arm aeth, but 
withheld by AEGSUVWXTAA min plur MarcionEpiph bis Hus Cyr Thdt. Here Marcion 
adds καὶ kataA\vovta τὸν νομὸν καὶ τοὺς mpodntas. Observe however not τὸν νομὸν ἡμων 
even here. (This addition is followed by a good many Latins, most of whom say 
“Jegem nostram,” but in Marcion ἡμων is absent in both places). 

Notice that W does not have ἡμων, so that the omission now goes back in our Greek 
documents to Iv century. Notice that 157 Cyr (1 4) have roy λαον ἡμὼν for τὸ εθνος ἡμων, 
possibly from xxiii. 14, which is an interesting control reference because tpwr is absent 
there. Vv 13/14 run: πείλατος δε συνκαλεσαμενος Tous apxtepers και τους apxovTas Και τον 
λαον εἰπεν προς avTous προσηνεγκατε μοι τον avOpwroy τουτον ws αποστρεφοντα τον λαὸν και 
wou ey@... 
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Luke 
xxill. 5. διδασκων καθ ors της Ἰουδαιας καὶ αἀρξαμενος ... ΒΤ, ΤΊ 


Paris” only with syrr, vg codd omn [ praeter ἊΝ] add και, 
against the rest of Greeks, all Old Latin [ praeter aur] and 
sah boh. 
This is a very peculiar place. 
Right on the heels of it comes xxiii. 6 (see under Coptic) 
where NBLTT! and boh only omit γαλίλαιαν after axovoas. 
Sah χε TYAAIAAIA does not, nor syrr, nor latin, nor 
the rest. 
xxiv. 13. Order: ev αὐτὴ Tn nuepa noav πορευόμενοι NB syr Hus W-H. 


NB Syr Latin against Coptic. 


111. 14. τι ποιησωμεν καὶ ἡμεῖς (pro Kar ἡμεῖς Te TOL.) NBC*LWE 
1 [non fam] fam 13 892 Paris” bce f ffi gil q syr sah (om 1) ἃ 
Evst 7) contra boh et rell 

Add perhaps 

iv. 40. εθεραπευεν pro εθεραπευσν BDWYW [Sod non Lake] 21 

ν᾿ Sod!’ latt syr W-H™ Sod™ Orig ? 
Xxili. 2. +xat (post διδονα) NBLT 106 892 Paris Sod’ 118 351 only, 

plus it [except a ὁ] syrr arm W-H and Sod tat against rell 
with sah boh. 


Syr Latin and Coptic. 


Xxlll. 389. οὐχὶ ov εἰ (pro εἰ ov εὖ NC*BL (BL omit λεγων, NC* do 
not), ὦ Ὁ ff 7 (nonne), sah boh (xe gah MeoK an πε n5CC) 
syr cu sin hier [non sch pesh| arm aeth W-H et Sod tat 
contra rell omn Sod*™ et Paris” et Orig’™. 

Om εἰ ov εἰ usque ad fin vers D de. 
xxlv. 24. -- και tert. BD [non min] latt syrr°™" sah 1/2 boh"* W-H [nil mg | 
_ 38. εν Tn καρδια (pro ev ταῖς Kapdiats) BDabcde ffl gat vg 
[hiat r,| sah aeth W-H (Dial εἰς την καρδιαν) (Tert™* in corda) 

I group this here, although the syrr are all pointed for the plural 
to-day, because it could so easily be basic in an ancient unpointed 
copy. 

A single letter also in boh of similar shape rt for πὶ makes the plural 
(all boh Mss) against the singular of sah. The Latin evidence is so large, 
it is strange to see all syrr (g ¢ sj h as Horner has it) marked for plural. 
The Latin evidence for the singular must go back very far. 

The history of the text is thus deeply involved at a tremendously 
early date. See full exhibition of evidence in Part II. and note syr sin 
(Lewis ed. 1910). 

R 
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Syr Coptic against Latin. 
vi. 26. --οὐ matepes avtoy ὋΒ 604 sah syr sin (— οὐ tat. Sod*"’) 
Habent & rell et latt boh syr pesh arm aeth. 

XVi. 3. σκαπτεῖν οὐκ ἰσχυω KAI επαιτεὶν arcyvvowat So B alone of 
Greeks with sah boh aeth and syr (sch pesh cu sin [non exstat 
hier]) W-H refuse this reading. 

17. κεραιαν μιαν B sah syrr (om μιαν boh) W-H™ | Negl Sod 
sah syr | 
μίαν κεραιαν ἐξ rell et latt. 


Examples of Synonyms. 


i. 6. evavtiov NBC*XWV 73 239 892 Paris’ [non Sod™™*'*; om. 
Sod*”| Cyr W-H ὦ Sod txt against rell and Orig. 

76. ενωπίον (pro πρὸ προσωπου) NBW Sod* Orig 1/2 [non minn] 
W-H [non Sod]. 

ii. 8. eavtou (pro ἰδιαν)ΒΘ NBDL WEY 2”° Paris®’ Eus W-H Sod tat. 

Cf Matt xiii. 24 ev τω aypw avtov = Plur (εαυτου B) but ev to 
ἐδιω aypo 1) Eus®. 

57 ev τη ἰδια Tratpide NZ 892 minn*™ Petpre- ef 

Sod™ [non W-H‘*] (pro ev τη πατριδι αὐτου rell). 


Homototeleuton. 
Consult xiv. 1 -- των (post apyovtay) NBK 892 [non αἰ. | W-H]. 


Form. 
xl. 28. αμφιαζει Bet W-H txt [nil in mg] 
See xviii. 12. atodexateuw NB et W-H [nil mg sed non minn. |, and other 
passages referred to elsewhere but not separated in this Gospel. 


Luke 


GRAMMATICAL CHANGES. 
Change of Voice. 


xv. 17. “els eavtov de ἔλθων edn (vel εἰπεν) ποσοι μισθιοι του πατρος 
μου περισσευουσιν apTay.” 
περίσσευοντ ΑΡΤ fam 1 [non 131] 94 Paris” Hust 2. 
pod Ss a. Tisch adds“ ¢cat’= sche 0 τ τ 
περισσευουσιν ἐξ and all the rest including W. 
This is clearly an ‘‘ improvement” confirmed by the “ fidus 
Achates ”’ Paris®’, but disclaimed by the other ‘‘ good”’ cursives 
and rejected by 131 of the 1 family. (Hvst 2 occasionally has 


+ P and also A are found in this neighbourhood largely with B in some questionable 
places. 


Luke 
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curious and untrustworthy readings.) Such an occasion could 
not be missed of emphasising a knowledge of the-proper voice 
to employ here. 

The Latins add nothing, but the syr emphasises by ‘‘ quibus 


-copiosus est panis.”’ 


Wile 7: 


vill. 50. 


iv. 29. 


I cannot conceive it possible that an “‘ Antiochian” revision 
has been so complete as to displace an original περισσευονται 
from all our Greek mss except the handful named above, for 
there would be no reason for the change; whereas the change 
from περισσευουσιν to περισσευονται is a “‘nicety’’ which is 
quite in line with the sense. From what I have observed 
from continuous study of the characteristics of what are 
known as our important cursives, others besides those named 
above would surely have preserved περίσσευονται. Neither δὲ 
nor W nor 604 nor 892 agree to change ἀφ νος W-H 
follow BAP, but not Soden here. 


Change of Mood. 


ιαθητω (pro ιαθησεται) BL Sod?" and these ALONE of all 
our authorities, but followed not only by Hort, but also by 
Tisch; and not only by Tisch and Hort but now also by 
von Soden in his text! Thus does the Egyptian reading (for it 
is Egyptian) commend itself with this slight support to the 
moderns, and for the self-same reasons. Soden only adds 
“bo?” and neglects sah. Boh" go with BL and so do all 
the sah codices. See Horner in Sah, p. 120. 


Imperative. 


πίστευσον (pro muoteve) BLE [non minn vid] W-H. As to 
this being a real preference, consult viii. 20 29 in this chapter 
where BE are alone together, once for a change of order, 
again for a change of preposition. 


Infinitive. 
As to wate and εἰς To. 


ὥστε κατακρημνισαι αὐτὸν NBDUW Paris” fam 1 13-69-556 
[non 124] 22 88 604 892 237%! 259%"! Sod? 118 6 cont Orig 
W-H Sod 
εἰς TO κατακρημνισαι avtov fell et V (om. 346) 
( Soden’s 1455 omits woe, and his critical fam* has προς το.) 
Note that the infinitive follows, which, while not unusual 
after wore,t looks as if Orig were improving εἰς To ἘΣ than 


t Of all mss at Matt xiii. 82 wore ελθειν τα πετεινα. 
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Antioch changing an original wore to εἰς to. More suspicious 
because in coptic the Greek word wore is transliterated. It 
looks as if εἰς τὸ had been translated 9.uscTe in coptic and 
had then reacted on NBL, but as D joins, the matter can be left 
undecided. Note however that Winer (Eng. edition p. 400) 
says “In the Byzantine writers the use of wore with the 
infinitive instead of the simple infinitive is peculiarly common.” 
Winer then refers (pp. 400 and 743) to the use of ws ετοιμασαι 
in Luke ix. 52 by NB (alone with a ὦ el 4) for wate ετοιμασαι 
of practically all (sah omits wore and ws: simply ecoRK TE sah, 
while boh 7 Mss has guocte, 12 Mss pwceae, 2 MSs pwc 
with NB). Tuischendorf does not admit ws into his text 
but leaves wore, remarking “αὐ ὡς nimis emendationem 
prodit.”’ 

For εἰς to in the Gospels generally, observe the remaining 
cases Matt. xx. 19 εἰς to εμπαιξαι, Matt. xxvi. 2 εἰς το σταυρω- 
Onvat, Xxv1l. 81 εἰς το σταυρωσαι, Mark xiv. 55 εἰς το θανατωσαι, 
Luke v.17 εἰς to ιασθαι, Luke xx. 20 evs to παραδουναῖι, in no 
case changed by any except in Mark xiv. 55 where D (and 2?*) 
substitute wa θανατωσουσιν as the latin, and in Luke xx. 20 
εἰς TO παραδουναι is changed to wate mapad. by NBCDL y™ 
[not by the other min which acted so in iv. 29]. 

Erg zo is not found in St. John’s Gospel, but is to be 
observed in Clement's 1st Epistle. 

I submit that wove is a correction by Alexandria for evs το, 
and not that wore is original in Luke iv. 29, xx. 20. 

As regards evs to outside the Gospels, note: 


. εἰς To εξαλειφθηναί Changed by NB only, to προς το ean. 
. εἰς TO μεταάξυ σαββατον λαληθηναι 


. εἰς TO στηρίχθηναι 


iil, 26, iv. 11, iv. 16, viii. 29, xv. 16, Eph. i. 12, James 1. 18. 
εἰς το εἰναι; Cf. εἰς TO μὴ εἰναι 1 Cor. x. 6 infra. 


. εἰς TO λογισθηναι 

. εἰς TO γενεσθαι also vii. 4; also Phil. iii. 21, but some omit. 
. εἰς TO ὑπακούειν 

. εἰς TO καρποφορησαι 

. εἰς TO παραζηλωσαι 

. Phil 1. 10 εἰς το δοκιμαζειν 

. εἰς TO βεβαιωσαι 

3. εἰς To περισσευειν alland Orig except B 57 Sod**® which omit. 


. εἰς TO εσθιειν 
. εἰς TO εσθιειν και πίνειν 


εἰς το φαγειν 
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1. 4. εἰς το δυιασθαι nuas changed to wa to by FG only (¢f. lat) 


vu. 3. εἰς το συναποθανειν 


vill. 6. εἰς το παρακαλεσαι ἡμᾶς ᾿ ,, ὥστε by3 35115 dal. pauc. 
i. 111. 17. εἰς το καταργησαι 
τ 1. 18. εἰς To εἰδεναι changed to wa οἰδατε by FG only (cf. lat) 
ical 1. 23. εἰς το avadvoat Most and Clem {-- εἰς DEFG; -- εἰς 
1 Thess. to Antioch) 


11. 16. εἰς το αναπληρωσαι 
i. 2, 13. εἰς το στηριξαι 
5. εἰς το γνωναι 
10. εἰς To ἰδειν (εις το εἰδεναι, 17 only) 


1. ὅ. εἰς το καταξιωθηναι 
11. 6, εἰς το αποκαλυφθηναι 
10. εἰς το σωθηναι 
11. εἰς το πιστευσαι 


11. 17. εἰς το ἰλασκεσθαι 
vil. 25. εἰς το εντυγχανεῖιν 
Vill. 3. εἰς το προσφερειν 
ix. 14. εἰς To λατρευειν 
28. εἰς TO πολλων ἀνενεγκεῖν ἀμαρτίας 
xil. 10. εἰς To μεταλαβειν 


ΧΙ]. 21. εἰς To ποιησαι 
Jas. : 
(i. 19. εἰς TO ακουσαι.. «εἰς TO λαλησαι) 


And with negatives : 


Acts 
vil. 19. εἰς to μη ζωογονεισθαι 
1 Cor. 
ix. 18. εἰς To μη καταχρησασθαι 
x. 6. εἰς το μὴ εἰναι 
2 Cor. 
iv. 4. εἰς TO μὴ avyacat 
2 Thess. 
1. 2. εἰς το μὴ ταχεως σαλευθηναι 
Hebi. 
ΧΙ. 9. εἰς TO μὴ εκ φαινομενων TO βλεπομενον γεγονεναι 
1 Pet 


ill. 7. εἰς To μὴ evKoTrTecOar 

iv. 2. εἰς To μηκετι avOpwrrev επιθυμιαις 

Here are over fifty cases of evs τὸ with almost no variation among 
mss. I think itis a significant fact that NB change εἰς to to wate once 
only and that is at Acts ii. 19 THE FIRST OCCURRENCE AFTER THE 
GOSPELS END. After that they seem to accept the fact that es το is 
Lucan as well as Pauline and Petrine, for at Acts vil. 19 they do not 
change, nor afterwards on over fifty occasions. We should ponder 
this. It seems to me to be a most illuminating study and I think the 
observation is new: as are also the inferences conveyed in the following 
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sections.t The scribes of NB in their N.T. copying seem also to have 
been influenced by some O.T. phraseology which lingered in their minds. 
Observe ta θεληματα once by δὲ (Matt. vii. 21), once by B (Mark ili. 35). 


Change of Case. 
Genitive absolute. 


As to St. Luke we have no cases to report throughout the whole 
Gospel of a single change from dative to genitive absolute, and this for 
the simple reason that St. Luke does not use the dative absolute [if we 
except two passages, 11. 5 oven εγκυω, and vill. 27 εξέλθοντι δὲ auto, 
which are not, properly speaking, absolutes]. This is quite illuminating 
as to the action of the NB group in St. Matt. and St. Mark. Had 
‘“‘ Antioch” been guilty of changing their genitives there to datives, surely 
we would see the same thing in St. Luke. I have not found one single 
instance! And it is not for lack of material. For although St. Luke is 
not partial to the genitive absolute, it is used on at least forty-five occasions 
in his Gospel. 

Luke is rather partial to nominative absolutes (viii. 33, xiv. 21, xvi. 
14 etc. etc.), occasionally an accusative absolute (xiii. 16), and avoids 
genitives by using nv διδασκων as at v.17, where D substitutes (with d ὁ e) 
αὐτου διδασκοντος, or as at v. 29, where for οἱ noav pet avT@y κατακείμενοι, 
D (d e) have ot noav wet avtwy κατακείμενων. Again, at vi. 17 for 
Ἱερουσαλὴμ etc. D substitutes καὶ adXov πόλεων εληλυθοτων. Very 
frequently the Lucan expression is καὶ eyevero...as at: 

Luke 
XIv. 1. καὶ eyeveto ev Tw ἔλθειν αὐτου 
Xvi. 22. eyeveto de αποθανειν Tov πτωχον και ἀπενεχθηναι avTOV 
xvil. 11. καὶ eyeveTo ev Tw πορευεσθαι 
14. και eyeveto ev Tw ὑπαγειν aUTOUS 
XVlli. 35. eyeveto δὲ ev τω εγγιζειν avTOV 
Cf Matt xx. 29 και εκπορευομενων αὐτῶν 
Mare x. 46 και ερχονταῖι εἰς lepryw καὶ εκπορευομενου αὐτου 
απο lep. 
xix. 15. καὶ eyeveto ev τω εἐπανεέλθειν avtov 
29. και eyeveto ws nyyioev εἰς BnOdayn και βηθανιαν 
Cf Matt xxi. 10 και ειἰσελθοντος αὐτου ets ἱεροσ. 
Mare xi. 1 Kau ote εγγιζουσιν εἰς lepoo. 
Xxll. 66. Kat ws eyeveTo ἡμέρα 


+ Hans von Soden, in a recent unflattering review of my ‘ Concerning the Genesis 
of the Versions,’ pretends that I am bringing coals to Newcastle or iron to Essen, and 
that all I have brought forward is already well known to the savants. If so they keep 
very silent about it! 


Luke 


χχῖν. LD: 
30. 
51. 
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καὶ EVYEVETO ἐν τῶ one AUTOUS 
Καὶ EYEVETO EV TW κατακλιθηναι αὐυτον 
Καὶ EVYEVETO EV τῶ εὐλογειν AUTOV QAUTOUS, 


holding this to the very end. 


Note xvi. 9 wa otay εκλειπη; also vi. 20 καὶ avtos emapas Tovs 
οφθαλμους avtov...edreyev, where the Latins say elevatis oculis; also 
vill. 50 0 δε Incovs ακουσας. Most it = audito hoc verbo. 

Yet of genitive absolute we can observe the following : 


Luke 


ill. 


lv. 


vi. 
Vil. 


Viii. 


1X. 


ΧΙ. 


- (ΣΙ. 


Xili. 
ΧΙΥ. 


XY. 


2. 
42. 


«να ἔλθοντος καὶ κρουσαντος (- αὐτου A 251 Sod 


ηγεμονευοντος της Συριας Κυρηνιου 
αναβαινοντων αὐτων (all except 1) d 6 aveBnoav ou γονεις avtou 
ἔχοντες avtov. aveBnaav Sod‘) 


. NYEMOVEVOVTOS ποντίου πίλατου τὴς Lovdatas (1) Hus ἐπιτροπευον- 


tos....) followed by τετρααρχουντος.. ςφιλίππου δε... 
Λυσανιου. 


. προσδοκωντος δε του λαου και διαλογιζομενων παντων 

. και Inoov βαπτισθεντος Kat προσευχομένου 

. συντελεσθεισων αὐτων 

. δύνοντος δὲ του ηλιου 

. γενομένης Se nuepas (Cf Marc i. 35 και πρωι evvvxa λιαν) 
. πλημμυρὴς δε γενομενὴς 

. non δε αὐτου ov μακραν ἀπέχοντος τῆς OLKLAS 

. ἀπέλθοντων δε των ἀγγέλων 

«μὴ EXOVTMY αὐτῶν ἀποδουναι 

. συνιοντος δε οχλου πολλου 

. πλεόντων OE AUT@Y 

. apvovpevoy δὲ παντων 

. €TL αὐτου λαλουντος 

. Tavta δε αὐτου λεγοντος 

. κατελθοντων αὐτων (all except D κατελθοντα avtov and ὦ 


descendente θο; om. avtwv Paris’’ soa : κατελθοντι τω iv 
’ ? 
Cee Sod***) 


. €TL δὲ TPOTEPYOMEVOU αὐτου 

. πάντων δε θαυμαζοντων 

. καὶ πορευομενὼων αὐτων | 

. Tov δαιμονίου εξελθοντος (add D ταυτα δε εἰποντος avtov...) 
. τῶν δε οχλων απαθροιζομενων 

. λέγοντος δὲ αὐτου by most 


κακειθεν εξελθοντος αὐτοῦ NBCL 33 Paris” W-H*™* Sod tat 


448 § ἼΩΝ 


Only Meth = wa ἐλθοντι καὶ κρουσαντι avTo) 


. TavTa NeyovTos αὐτοῦ (D de omit) 

. Gevtos αὐτου, and tayvovtos αὐτοῦ some 
. €TL αὐτου TOPPWOVTOS 

. διαπανήσαντος δὲ αὐτου 

. €TL δε αὐτου μακραν ἀπέχοντος 
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Luke 
xvi. 12. και εἰσερχομενου αὐτου 


xix. 11. αἀκουοντῶων δε αὐτῶν 
99, λυοντων δε avT@V 
36. πορευομενου δε αὐτου 
37. εγγιζοντος δε αὐτοῦ (Dd syr cu sin εγγιζοντων δε avtwr) 

xx. 1. διδασκοντος avtov...Kat ευωγγελιζομενου (+ αὐτου IT ὦ) 
45. axovovtos δὲ παντος του λαου 

xxl. 10. εἰσελθοντων vuwv 
47. ετι αυτου λαλουντος 
53. οντος μου 
55. (περηαψαντων ὃε (αὐτῶν some)... Kat συνκαθισαντων 


( αὐτῶν some) 
60. ere λαλουντος αὐτου 


Xxill. 45. (του ηλιου εκλιποντος) 
xxlv. 5. εμῴφοβων de γενομενων avtwv... (D ενφοβοι δε γενομεναι.. .) 
81. (AaBovtwy de avtwy τον aptov am αὐτοῦ D cde Orig See 


ordinary text) 
41. ets δε απιστουντων αὐτῶν 


In all these cases, except where marked, there is no variation among 
MSs and no substitution of dative for genitive.t May we not fairly claim 
then to have caught our hare? If an Antioch revision had changed 
genitive absolutes in Matt. and Mark to dative absolutes as inferentially 
claimed by the Hort school, they would surely have done the same in 
St. Luke. But there is no trace of it here. As for Egypt, there was 
no room for change to genitive absolute in St. Luke for he does not use 
the dative absolute. [See later again as to St. John in this connection. | 


Simple for Compound Verbs. 


Here we have a check as to NB from the language of St. Luke. 
(Cf. Hobart, ‘Medical Language of St. Luke,’ passim. See also Blass, 
‘Philology of the Gospels,’ London, 1898, p. 117.) 

v. 2. Of the washing off of the nets. 

For απεπλυναν of most, ἐπλυναν is used by NC*LQX 239 
299 372 Paris” W-H™ and exdvvov by BDW 91 892 W-H"*, 
but this seems to be an ‘‘improvement”’ or reflection of 
lavabant of the Latins, for St. Luke’s diction calls for 
απεπλυναν (So Sod). Cf. aropaccew x. 11, εκμασσειν 
vii. 88 44, απολουειν Acts xxii. 16. απεπλυναν is peculiar to 
Luke, and NBD and the few offend by removing the azo. 
Observe that 91-299 revise. They are part of the 1 family; 
but 1 and the rest hold averAvvav. απομασσεῖν is also peculiar 
to St. Luke. 

ΧΙ. 20. αὐτουσιν (pro aratovow) BULQT 33 Paris” d W-H, against 


Luke 
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the true base, since avaitew is Lucan, being used only by 
Luke here, and in vi. 30 in a different connection: καὶ azo 
Tov alpovtos Ta σα μὴ arraiter (St. Matthew’s language, v. 42, 
is different). Cf. further απελπίζοντες in Luke vi. 35 peculiar 
to St. Luke and medical (Galen‘***). Soden wavers printing 
[a7 ]αιτουσιν. 


xxiv. 33. ηθροισμενους (pro συνηθροισμενου)ὺ NBD 33 W-H Sod [non 


W rell, non 892 Ῥασ 551] but the compound word is peculiar to 
Luke (Acts xii. 12, xix. 25). Soden goes over to the minority. 
(Cf. also συναλιζεσθαι Acts 1. 4.) 


N.B. This matter of uncompounded verbs cannot be satisfactorily 
checked in the other Gospels, but here in St. Luke’s Gospel we have for 
control the Acts as well. Observe Soden’s utter lack of consistency. 


Luke a 


ΧΙ]. 


6. 


30. 


Change of Number. 


πωλουνταῖι (pro πωλειται) Concerning the πέντε στρουθία. 
Only ΒΨ Sod*°* fam 18 [non 124] 892 (πωλουται) 
W-H Sod against the rest (Hpiph™'™*" has both, πωλουνται"" 
πωλειται 5, Tert™™ omits to comment on this verse). I 
cannot sufficiently emphasise that such grammatical changes 
do not show signs of a continuous ‘“‘neutral’’ text, but of 
grammatical See because, while fam 13 here supports, 
fam 13 is not with the changes at Luke xii. 1, xi. 53/54 else- 
where referred to in these notes. 

(N.B. πωλειται is used by all [except D]| in Matt x. 29. 
Why did not NB fam 13 change there? No doubt because 
Matt and Luke represent as regards NB fam 13 recensions 
“reviewed” at different times and in divers manners. So 
Boes in Matt by NB, as the coptic, in Matthew, made much of 
by Burkitt, is not found by NB in Luke.) 
επιζητουσιν (pro επιζητε) NBLT*Y"X fam 18 33 213 Paris” 
Sod" (latt copt) [non VW] W-H Sod. All the rest επιεζητει, 
emphasised by D and Clem with fre. The Greek verb 
follows πάντα ta evn, while the latin plural follows gentes, 
well indicated by d with quaerunt, against D opposite ἕητει 
after eOvn [so that we apply this example here and exclude 
it from Latin influence]. Paris®’ supports επιζητουσιν, but 
W επιζητει. I cannot bring forward enough the admirable 
support of W in many such passages as a balancing factor 
of the Iv century in Egypt. Besides Clem and D seem 
decisive for an original singular. 


. διαμερισθησονται (pro διαμερισθησεται) followed by ‘‘ watnp ef 


(or ἐπι) ulm και VLOS ETL TAaTpL* μητὴρ ETL θυγατρι (or θυγατερα) 
Kat Ouyatnp emt untpe (Or μητερα ΟΥ̓ την μητερα).᾽᾽ 
The plural is read by NBLTU [non VW] 59 157 892 Paris’ 
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Luke 
Laura“ 15: Hyst™""° W-H Sod latt (against Tert™* dividetur !!) 


but opposed by the rest of the witnesses. I consider this 
emphasises the character of other changes of number by the 
B tribe when we find TERTULLIAN is definitely opposing his 
own latin Mss and accuses Hort and Soden of following 
Alexandrine grammatical commutations instead of having 
discovered the true text. 

While Paris* joins B and the few Egyptian Greeks (the 
five Evst* show their graeco-latin provenance by the plural) 
it is noteworthy that W maintains διαμερισθησεται with 
sah and boh™. Sah is noteworthy and perfectly definite, 
witnessing with Tert at the same period of time, .for, instead 
of beginning the verse with διαμερισθησονται πατηρ...- it 
says πατὴρ διαμερισθησεται μετα TOV υἱου AUTOU, ULOS μετὰ TOU 
TATPOS AUTOV.... 

xxl. 25. ecovtar onuweca NBD Sod™* latt copt W-H (pro εσται rell) 
The presence of D in the combination here is insignificant 
as the latins all use erwnt. Possibly B was influenced by the 
ecovtat added in verse 24 (see under “‘ Order’’), but it looks 
as if this were ἃ grammatical preference by NB and the 
coptic here clearly agrees with them. (Soden refuses ecovrar 
here). 

NB are sometimes divided as to this (showing that our con- 
tention for ‘‘ improvement” is justified). See: 

iv. 41. eEnpyovto δε και Samora NCX Sod%*° 1 33 267 Orig 

et Sod 
but eEnpyeto here ABDW and the rest. Notice on which side 
Origen is found. W-H are in a difficulty and place εξηρχετο 
in the text, but εἕηρχοντο in the margin. 

Note for other examples that in coptic after oyAos and such plural 
nouns in the singular the verb is in the plural number (Tisch. p. 127 on 
Matt. xx. 29 ex Schw. ‘in lingua Copt. numerus sing. vocis multitudo, 
turba, construitur cum num. plur. verbi).” 

That the singular verb after neuter plurals is the regular New 
Testament usage, and not any classical revision at Antioch, may perhaps 
be illustrated from Luke xviii. 27: ta advvata παρα avOpwros δυνατα 
Tapa tw θεω εστιν, where all Greeks agree—against the Versions—and 
where the second century witness, Theophilus of Antioch, is extant and 
confirms εστιν. 


Change of Gender. 
Luke 


xv. 14, λιμος toyvpa NABDL 1 33 131 213 892 Paris” W-H 
et Sod™, 
λιμὸς ἰσχυρος Rell omn et fam 13 (vide infra) 
Both genders being found in classical writers. 
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Note. At Luke iv. 25 Acuos peyas stands in all [as to W see below] 
(except fam 18 and that is divided, 13-69-556 giving weyadn and 124-346 
retaining μεγας) so that if any argument can be based at all it clearly 
accuses NABDIL of changing in xv. 14, for there fam 13 remain constant 
against them for ἐσχυρος. (In Schmidtke’s edition of Paris®’ he gives 
peyas in square brackets, which generally indicates an omission. So 6 ὦ.) 

In the third place at Act xi. 28 Aor μεγαλην is found by NABD? 
some minn (see Sod’) against Nuov μεγαν of D*HHULP al. Chr Chron, 
so that NAB are between two stools, leaving μεγας in Luke iv. 25, having 
μεγαλην in Act xi. 28, and ἐσχυρα in xv. 14. In other words they change 
twice out of three while the other authorities give the masculine 
thrice. 

If we use W for control here we discover something, viz., that while 
that Ms leaves ἐσχυρος alone at Luke xv. 14, it actually remembers to give 
peyarn for peyas at iv. 25, where NB do not change, so that circa 375 A.D. 
in Egypt the feminine was preferred. 

xix. 57. περι πασων ὧν εἰδον δυναμεων All Greeks but B and 
Paris? Meth ? who have πάντων [Ὁ has παντων but substitutes 
γείνομενων for δυναμεων | ; 

If B is correct, we are to infer that Luke considered dvvapis to be 
masculine, and all the others corrected the gender for him, except B and 
Paris®’, who reproduce the ‘neutral’ “ pre-syrian”’ original, before it 
had been revised in Antioch! But W-H refuse to follow B here. They 
admit therefore that B does not speak for the inspired writer at this 
place. And if not here, how much less so in many another place. 

Note. The shorter text (which perhaps B was aiming at) is found 
in syr cw sin which eliminate the γινομένων of D (conflated by Sod°®® 
fam 13 to γινομενων δυνάμεων, allowing πάσων to stand) and have 
nothing but πάντων, ‘‘everything,’ discarding masculine and feminine 
and employing a real newtral expression. 

Note also, next verse 38, B seated alone in solitary grandeur with a 
unique o epxouevos o βασιλεὺς in the very centre of a beautiful conflation 
[for Paris*’ goes with D], the halves of which are given to us by NH e / 
and Origen (ο βασιλευς), and by DWA* some latins ten Greek minuscules 
including Paris”, aeth Method Tit Eulog (0 epyouevos). 


Exchange of Prepositions. 
Luke 


aA a = + t=t 
‘53 es cia ene ae H (Soden adds nothing). 
ΧΙ. 54. ere δυσμων (for απο ducpor) Only NBL 64 Sod*#8@*", 


Tisch adds ‘‘al.? neglexer. conlatores,’ but this does not 
appear to be so, and even Paris*’ and 892 have απο (εκ Sod’). 
So has ὟΝ. Add for ee sah with εριρᾶι ot, and aeth 
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Luke 
“towards.” So that ἐπε is clearly Egyptian and not “‘neutral.”’ 
Yet Sod follows Hort here. 
See also i. 26 amo (pro v7o) under “Latin,” iv. 35 az’ 
(pro εξ), iv. 88 απο (pro ex). 
11. 89. ἐπέστρεψαν (pro ὑπεστρεψαν) (δὲ ἢ BE only with W Paris” 
W-H (non Sod) [In ii. 45 vrectpeway remains constant by all] 
vi. 28. περι (pro ὑπερ οὗ praying for those who persecute us ΡΥ 
NBLWE 604 Paris®” only [not 892 nor any other cursives]. 
Not by coptic (both versions exes) and opposed by Justin?” 
Dial Clem” Orig t Eus”’, yet calmly adopted by Hort and 
Soden in their texts, without marginal alternative. It is 
scarcely credible, but it is so. t 

Clement’s two quotations are clearly Lucan, and so are Hus” 
(besides one ex Matt). ὑπερ is Matthaean says Tisch ( ὑπερ in Mt non 
fluct”’) and he adds “Ἅγια Le περι et Act vii. 15. Paulus utrumque 
saepius sed Col 1.3 περι a permu in ὑπερ mutatum, non item 1. 9 ὑπερ 
im Tept.” 

Let us examine a little closer. 

The syriac is circumlocutory as usual, and will not help us. The 
same preposition is used in Matthew and in Luke, and in these two 
places only does tpocevym occur in the Gospels as to praying for persons. 
(In St. John προσευχομαι does not occur at all; and evyouar does not 
occur in the Gospels.) 

In Acts we find only one instance :—_ = 

vill. 15. ovtives καταβαντες προσηυξατο περι αὐτῶν (all mss) 
The other places are only concerned with ‘‘ praying.” 

x. 9. προσευξασθαι περὶ wpav εκτὴν of course does not enter into 

consideration. 


Turning to the Epistles, we find (the list is exhaustive) : 
Col. 


1. 8, πάντοτε περὶ υμων προσευχομενοι ΝΑΟΘΈΚΚΙΗΡ 
ὑπέρ Pe BD*E*FG 
9. ov παυομεθα uTEp υμων προσευχομενοι καὶ αἰτουμενοί all 
iv. 3. προσευχομενοι awa καὶ περι ἡμῶν all 
1 Thess. 
v. 25. Aderpor προσευχεσθε περι ἡμων (FGP vzep) 
2 Thess. 


1. 11. Ets 0 και προσευχομεθα παντοτε περι ὑμων (all; περ FG) 
il. 1. Το λοιπον προσευχεσθε αδελῴφοι περι μων all 
Heb. 
ΧΗ]. 18. mpocevyecbe περι nuwv all 


+ Orig seems to prefer ὑπερ. Consult Matt. xxvi. 28 rouro yap ἐστιν To αιμα μου της 
καινῆς διαθηκης τουπερ πολλων... D Orig and Cyr against the rest for περι. 

t Von Soden also falls into this trap, and he absolutely zgnores the Patristic 
testimony for ὑπερ in his notes. 
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James 
v. 14. και προσευξασθωσιν er’ avrov (er’ all; some em’ avtous) 
16. και εὐχεσθε uTEp αλληλων all 
3 John 
2. Αγαπητε περι πάντων evyouat all 


(Eph vi. 18 hardly applies: δια taons mpocevyns καὶ Senoews προσευ- 
NOMEVOL εν παντί KALPW EV πνευμᾶτι Και εἰς AUTO αγρύπνουντες 
εν TAaAGCYH προσκαρτερήσει και δεησει περι TAVT@V τῶν aylov. 
Here περι is the reading of most, but ὑπερ is read by 
D*E*FG.) 

We find then that in the Epistles of St. Paul he used as Tisch says 
ὑπερ and περι, and the Mss are not able to confuse the issue. But we 
may note two things, first that περι is the more frequent Pauline 
expression, and second that in Col.i.3 δὲ and B disagree. From the 
solitary example afforded in St. John’s third Epistle we may take it that 
περι is Johannine.t On the other hand ὑπερ and em’ are clearly St. James’s 
preference, and the Mss agree. 

Thus we establish ὑπερ of St. Matthew and St. James by preference, 
περι of St. John, and St. Paul on both sides (with περὶ predominating), 
while St. Luke on the one occasion in Acts has περι (all Mss). 

We now return to St. Luke vi. 28 and the reason for περι of NBLWS 
Paris” t appears more clear, for περὶ to them was—numerically speaking 
as to the passages involved—more familiar to the ear and perhaps 
appealed to their desire for grammatical uniformity more than ὑπερ. 
(The Latins do not vary from pro.) I believe in a preference here by 
these mss, for we see NB not only in conflict at Col i. 3 over this 
matter, but there we actually find D*E* corrected by D?E? from ὑπερ 
to περι. It is to be noted that NB abandoned the coptic exen and 
that both coptic versions support ὑπερ in St. Luke. The alternative 
which caused Hort to favour περὶ is that ὑπερ is ‘‘ Matthaean”’ and 
therefore a revision by the mass in St. Luke. This is a doubtful con- 
clusion. I would prefer to allow the same latitude to St. Luke which 
has been kindly allowed to St. Paul of using either expression when he 
saw fit. 

We shall never agree on a passage like this where we have only 
one quotation in Luke and one in Acts by which to steer, until we 
establish definitely the character of our witnesses. I therefore arraign 
NBLE here for wilful change on account of their other bad record in 
such matters. 

And I proceed to fortify my case by asking why, in a delicate 


t+ Yet at John xi. 50, xviii. 14 we note ανθρ. ἀποθανη ὑπερ του λαου. 

t I take this occasion to observe that on such occasions the presence of Paris®’ 
does not strengthen the case for NBL= at all. It is a ms clearly descended along the 
same lines, and its presence only emphasises immensely the absence of other important 
munuscules, 
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passage like this,t where our scales call for additional weights on one side 
or the other, we are to neglect Justin, t Dial, Clement of Alexandria, ὃ 
Origen, and Husebius. Origen and Eusebius and NB are very sympa- 
thetic on most occasions, yet here they go apart. And Clement is 
exceedingly definite as to the quotation being Lucan, for he uses (both 
in Strom and Paed) ὑπερ τῶν επηρεαζοντων and not διωκοντων as 
Matthew. Yet we calmly disregard these Fathers because NBLW£ 604 
Paris” wish it otherwise. This is absolutely unscientific. It presupposes 
that Clement was not as wise as Hort; I mean it presupposes that 
Clement did not stop to consider, like Hort, that ὑπερ was ‘‘ Matthaean ”’ 
and therefore he must not use it in Luke! It presupposes that Clement 
forgot St. Luke used περὶ in Acts vill. 15, and that περὶ was therefore 
Lucan. Clement breaks free from these trammels and he tells us as 
clearly as can be that ὑπερ is correct in St. Luke. When Clement is 
backed by Hus and Origen, I think we may safely say that we can really 
venture to disagree with Dr. Hort and Tischendorf in this place and 
request that ὑπερ be restored, and περι kindly consigned to the margin, 
for the Hortian margin has nothing today opposite the place. 

The arraignment is not quite ended. Iam going to show that NB, like 
Dr. Hort, turned up St. Matt v. 44 for instruction and ‘ control’’ as to 
υπερ being ‘‘ Matthaean”’ and therefore wrong in Luke. 

They must have turned to St. Matthew, because in Luke vi. 33 
(parallel Matthew v. 46) they give us a reading which can only have 
come from Matthew. 

In Luke vi. 33 init., instead of καὶ eav ἀγαθοποίητε τοὺς ayabo- 
ποίουντας vuas...SB—(corrected in, or refused by Paris*’)—alone say 
και γαρ eav... They have no support. Neither coptic version does it. 
Not one single boh or sah Ms has this. The Syriacs do not do it. 
The Latins do not doit. The Gothic does not doit. It comes simply 
and plainly from Matt v. 46 εαν yap ayarnonte τοὺς ayatevtas 
ας: 

NB retain the Lucan « az and add the Matthean yap. 


+ περι and ὑπερ were early interchanged, for Polycarpad Phil vi. cites Romans xiv. 12 
asi Kat ἕκαστον ὑπερ eavtov λογον Sovva instead of περι of our Mss. At John xvii. 20 
W and Paris” are to be observed substituting ὑπερ for περι secund in the phrase: ov περι 
τουτων δὲ epwTw povoy, adda και UTEP τῶν TLOTEVOYT@Y δια του Aoyou αὐτῶν εἰς Epe. 

t eyo be υμιν eyo εὐχεσθε UTEP τῶν exOpav υμῶν Kal ayaTrate TOUS plo. υμᾶς Kat 
evhoyelTe τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμιν Kat εὐχεσθε UTEP τῶν επηρεαζοντων vpas. Tustin®?, 

§ Hort himself (‘Notes on Select Rdgs.’ p. 181 col. 2) is not above considering 
Clement’s text to be the best. Let us hear what he says. He is commenting on 
Heb. xi. 4 ““μαρτυρουντες emt τοις δωροις avtov του Oeov] μαρτ. ἐπι τοις δ. αὐτου τω 
“Oem N*¥AD* 17? aeth Euthal cod* papr. em τοις 5. avtw του θεου Clem. ... 

“The reading of the best mss is apparently a primitive error, due to mechanical 
‘‘ permutation, the true reading being that which Clem alone has preserved. The common 
“text, an easy corruption of either of the other readings, gives substantially the true 


ἐς sense,” 
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Observe further that L does not do it, nor W nor WV nor D nor 
fam 1 fam 13 28 33 157 and the rest,f and 1 think the case is complete. 
If the reader is not convinced then we have idolatry gone mad over NB. 
®? corrects, but not so Hort, who prints καὶ [yap] eav... 

The case goes to the jury. Will the next Oxford editions persist in 
περι and yap ? t 


[As to λαβεῖν (pro «πολαβειν) in the next verse (Luke vi. 34) the case 
is quite different. Here LE, missing in vi. 33, join NB reinforced by W 
(157) 237 Paris*? Sod**** and Justin. (Soden quotes Just for azron.) 
Thus must we differentiate between the textually probable as here, and 
the impossible as at vi. 33]. 


Change of Order. 
Luke 
i. 21. ev τω χρονίζειν εν τω Vaw αὑτὸν (pro εν TW XP. AUTOV EV TW VAw) 
BLEWY 2° Paris*’ W-H [non Sod!] (contra rell et &) 
(—ev tw vaw 108 142 604 al®) 

ili. 16. amex. Neyer Tac o lwavys (pro amex. ο twavyns attract λεγων) 
(N)B(L) 892 ὁ Orig W-H et Sod (contra rell qui variant, et 
D επίγνους ta vonuata avtwy evmev, et syr vet εἰπεν avTo.s, 
Eus ἀπεκρίνατο o ww. tantum) 

iv. 29. ὠκοδομητο αὐτῶν (pro avtwey wKod.) NBDLW fam 13 33 892 
Paris” [non Sod] a ὁ de W-H et Sod txt contra rell et Orig. 

vy. 2. απ avtwv ἀποβαντες (pro αποβ. απ avtwv) (S)BCDLW 33 
892 Paris*’ Sod?” a W-H Sod against the mass and coptic syriac. 
But R Sod4'* ὃ ff σι lq r vg omit am αὐτῶν, and e omits 
αποβαντες απ avT@v. 

Query. Is not --π avtwy the “neutral” text here as 
—ev τω vaw ini. 21 above? 

vi. 42. εκβαλειν transferred to the end of the verse by BW fam 13 604 
892 Paris*’, just this group alone with W-H Sod, against δὲ and 
all the versions. 

Vili. 23. εἰς την λίμνην avewou B Paris*°a W-H™. (Om. εἰς τ. λεμ. it?). 

ix. 13. ἢ αρτοι wevte N*B Paris* alone with W-H™ for ἢ πεντε αρτοι. 

In Mark (vi. 38) it is καὶ yvovtes λεγουσιν * πεντε καὶ δυο 
txOvas (without aptov). In Matt. (xiv. 17) itis οὐκ ἐχομεν woe 
εἰ μὴ TEVTE apTous. ee 

But here we are helped as to the idiosyncrasy of NB in 
Luke, for again in Matthew N* makes a change, writing 


t Von Soden does not accept yap in his text, but gives the evidence in his notes as 
“ΣΙ --ῶὴ Ja 133” — BN* 604. But he has misreported my 604 (Greg. 700) for 604 does 
not add yap nor did I say so. I reported —yap, that is —yap before αμαρτωλοι. 

t See also Postscript on page 488. 
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aptovs εἰ wn weve. Clearly then it was a nicety of 
order that SB were after in Luke ix. 13 (duly recorded by 
W-H in their text [ἄρτοι πέντεϊ and margin πέντε ἄρτοι) but 
unsupported by Greek or Latin Mss or by Coptic or Syriac. 
The secret is very simple and abundantly justifies Canon 
Cook’s remarks about the danger of following Origen in 
niceties, as here NB. The reason for this change of order, 
where they outdo the coptic, is that the καὶ δυο ἐχθυες is 
changed by coptic to καὶ ἐχθυες δυο, as also most uncials (not 
ὌΠ, ΕΞ) and a of Latin. It is a matter here of tasteful 
harmonising of the two orders, 
NapTol πεντε Kat ἰχθυες δυο 


instead of η πεντε aptot καὶ ἰχθυες δυο which I believe to be the true 
text, if not ἡ πεντε αρτοι καὶ δυο LyOves. 
ΧΙ. 11. αἰτησει τὸν πατερα Ἐ 254] W-H™ ~ cf sah. 


ΧΙ]. 


i 


25. 


προσέχετε E€AUTOLS ATO τῆς ζυμης HTLS ΕἸΣ UTOKpPLatls 
των φαρισαιων (instead of της ζυμης Tov φαρισαιων 
τις εστιν ὑυποκρισιες) by BL Sod**" e sah against all 
others including Paris’ 892 boh Epiph Terf™" and Lucifer. 
Apart from the unlikelihood of this order, which reads most 
peculiarly, τὴ ς Gupns...umoxpios without article before υπο- 


κρισις, it has not enough Ms support to justify W-H and Soden 


in placing it squarely in their texts. Not a word about an 
alternative reading in their margin. Imagine such extra- 
ordinary critical methods! Nothing in ‘ Selected Readings’ 
in Hort. 

It is true that sah supports this, but sah sees the weakness 
of the Greek in this order and says “ the leaven, which is this, 
the hypocrisy of the Pharisees,’ supplying the article to 
hypocrisy of which we feel the need in Greek here. 

Clearly then BL Sod** (Sinai 260) ξ e represent this 
Egyptian recension, and this order has nothing to do with 
“the true text” or a ‘‘ neutral” text. The other Greeks, 
Latins, and the Syriacs are dead against it, and boh 
emphasises ‘‘ which is thei hypocrisy.” 
τις δε εξ vuwy μεριμνων duvata ewe THY ηλικιαν αὐτου 
προσθεινας pro τ. ὃ. ε. υμ. μ. δ. προσθειναι ETL THY 
ηλικιαν αὐτου. Only B and Paris” against the order of 
Matthew (vi. 27 all mss) as well as against Luke. Here 
again Paris” is the only new authority supporting [contra- 
dicted by ΝΥ]. W-H get the order of B into their text, but 


t+ Von Soden forgets Matthaei’s 254, but adduces one new witness ὃ 371 (Sinai 260). 
{ Here is another case where the addition of this codex weakens the case of BL. 
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have the grace to place the alternative order in their margin. 
Souter’s edition goes back to the old order as does Soden. 


. Οὕτως χαρὰ EV TW OUPAV@ εσται (for OUTWS Kapa EGOTAL EV TH 


ovpavw) Apparently only a preferential order by NBLYW 33 
157 892 Sod'*** (Paris®*’) W-H Sod as opposed to all others and 
versions including copt. Add for the change V and Paris’, 
but not W. (Om. ev τω ovpavw Laura’), 

εἰπεν δε 0 vLos auT@ (αυτου 209 Paris”) BL fam 1 157 Paris®” 
Sod™*? only of Greeks with (b d) sah and boh W-H Sod; against 
εἶπεν δὲ αὐτῶ o vios δὲ and all other Greeks with Jatt and 
sure (Cf ἂν 


. €aUTOLS ποίησατε (pro ποιήσατε eavtots) If N*BLR W-H Sod 


(alone) are right, how comes it that not only the other 
uncials and cursives oppose but also Clem Bas Thdt; and 
Clem Chr™* it vg arm aeth copt syrr Iren™ Orig™ ™S Tert 
with the alternative ποίησατε υμιν Yet Soden religiously 
follows Hort against them all. 

τῶν μικρων TouTwy eva (for eva τῶν μικ. τουτων) N*BLYW. No 
other authority except 892 Paris” and Westcott and Hort 
and Soden. 

There is no excuse for following NBL here; it is simply 
idolatry. It presupposes that every other document and all 
the versions have changed the order. No reason can be given 
for the change. ore for one (a) and ow in NAIKOwR! might 
mislead an eye in closely written coptic script (sah is Nowa 
ΠΠΕΙΚΟΙΣΙ ; boh πολι NMAIKOxX!) but it is most probably 
hiatus which offended NBL, viz. the collision of vowels in 
σκανδαλίσὴ eva. Perhaps Sod’? (-- τῶν uixpwv), a Sinai codex,. 
has the secret and was derived from the parents of NB. 

See xv. 4, xxii. 50 under ‘‘ Genitive before the noun.” 
εγγυς εἰναι ἱΪερουσαλημ avtov (for eyyus avtov evar lepovcarnp) 
Only NBL W-H Sod and against coptic. This would seem to 
be an effort at improvement. Observe MQ 157 fam 1 and D 
which fluctuate here. 
λεγων ἡ va cov κυριε (for λεγων Kuple ἡ va cov) Apparently 
an improvement by NBL 892 Paris*’ W-H Sod only against all 
others (except Sod*8°°" ff arm which omit κυριε). Possibly 
xupte Stood in margin of an ancient exemplar and δὲ ΒΤ, put 
it in the wrong place. Mrs. Lewis has correctly observed that 
many corrections in the old papyri (things which no doubt 
the διορθωτής corrected) were misinterpreted by the ancients 
(hence what Merz calls ‘‘ Wanderwérte”’). Observe xix. 25 
- κυριε B* sol. Often in St. John δὲ omits κυριε. 


. Καὶ εἶπαν λέγοντες προς AUTOV (for καὶ €LTAV προς AUTOV 


Aeyovtes) NBL fam 1 Paris” Sod*™ ὁ ff il vg W-H Sod 
5 
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against most, but CD 63 64 de f q sah boh arm syr aeth 
omit and fam 1 omits καὶ εἶπαν. Hence the “ shorter” text 
is with them, not with NBL, which W-H follow. I would 
like to know by what name the critics would call this reading 
of NBL. (Von Soden adduces a new witness ὃ 371 [Sinai 260 | 
with eXeyov auto). 

ou δὲ γεωργοι εξαπεστείλαν αὐτον δειραντες Kevov So only NBL, 
against all others and versions: os δὲ yewpyor δείραντες αὑτον 
εξαπ. xevov. I can see nothing favourable to this reading of 
NBL, which W-H and Sod adopt; indeed there is a collision 
between δείραντες and xevov which seems intolerable. Being 
thus by far the ‘‘ harder” reading it might be thought that 
there was revision in others, but none of the versions indulge 
in this. Some of them repeat αὐτὸν twice, but always “ beat”’ 
before they ‘‘send away.” Indeed we cannot follow NBL in 
such things. If they really represented a basic, neutral, original 
text, we might even follow here. But I think enough has 
been said already to quiet this ghost and put it aside for ever. 
Nothing could be clearer than the parallel in Mark xu. 3 
Kat NaBovtes avtov εδειραν καὶ απεστείλαν Kevov. Hort and 
Soden fly in the face of this. Souter is fortunately more 
intelligent here, but what of the other places where NBL 
combine? Are they to be followed there too? [Von Soden 
adduces nothing new beyond Paris’. | 

The previous passage is followed here by a conflict between 
S and B. 

S and most with latt syr sah having οὐ ἀρχίερεις καὶ οἱ 
γραμματεῖς while B with A(C)KLMNUWII e goth arm 
and boh aeth has ov ypappaters καὶ οἱ ἀρχίερεις. (Notice latt 
sah with &, and boh e with B.) If we want a primaeval 
‘“‘neutral’’ text we should perhaps follow sah”. and Marcion 
who omit altogether! W-H Sod however follow B and boh 
here. 


32 fin. καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἀπεθανεν NBDL min pauc [non verss| W-H 


Sod. Does not agree with Matt., but agrees with NBCDLA 
min pauc and a b (c) ff i sah 1/6 in Mark. 


33 init. ἡ γυνὴ ovy ev τὴ avactacee Only BL 892 Paris” W-H 


and Sod, thus supplying ἡ γυνη. This comes simply from 
the change of order at the end of the previous verse “‘ xa: ἢ 
γυνὴ απεθανεν ἢ γυνὴ ovr,” the necessary correction not 


having been made by BL. The other cursives avoid this. 


. βαλλοντας εἰς To γαζοφυλακιον ta dopa αὐτῶν NBDLXV 


fam 1 fam 13 33 157 213 248 Paris” σοῦ ἃ e syr* Pesh bier 
Orig W-H Sod against all the rest, against sy7 cw sin, against 
both coptics arm and aeth and against Basil, and against all 
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other Latins. Ovigenis here very precise, and we undoubtedly 
have his order. But is it right ? 

I only mention this here as it is so strongly against coptic 

because we flop over to them (without D d 6) at: 
π- του θεν NBULX fam 1 218 Paris” syr cu sin hier sah boh 
[non aeth = του κυριου] W-H against all the rest, and against 
Latin sy" and Orig Cypr Basil. Here Soden holds 
του Θεου. 

Now both places in NB can hardly be right. In the one 
W-H follow Origen, in the next they oppose him, strengthened 
as he is by Cypr. Basil both times goes with the mass and 
Latin. In the first they oppose the coptic, in the second 
they go with it. In the first they oppose syr cw sim in favour 
of sy" > In the second they favour syr cw sin and oppose 
syr veh, This does not seem to be scientific. 

Kal Kata τοποὺς (pro Kata τοποὺυς καὶ NBL 33 Paris” 
Laura’! | — καὶ 892 Sod"*?*°""], This change of order rather 
changes the sense. NBL would read: 
CELT MOL TE μεγαλοι καὶ κατα τοπους Δ. Kat Δ. instead of 
σεισμοί TE μεγαλοι κατα τοποῦς, Kat Δ. Kat Xr. Of the 
mass. 

The latter is supported by all other Greeks, Latins, and 
Syniacs.t Tvsch cites “cop” in support of NBL.  Itis true of 
boh, but sah opposes with ‘‘ Great earthquakes with famines in 
places and pestilences.” W-H Sod follow NBL boh, and no 
doubt wrongfully, for in the same verse, showing they were 
editing : 
φοβηθρα τε Kat απ ovpavov onueta pey. Writes B alonet with 

1 [non fam] and W-H tect. 
φοβητρα τε και σημεια μεγαλα at ovpavov write NLi fam 13 892 
Paris” Laura’! Sod** 1 12161317 aid (sah) (boh) 
W-H marg Sod tat. 
φοβηθρα τε at ovpavov καὶ onuera pey. write D d it syr cu 
Orig. (syr.) 
φοβητρα (φοβηθρα W) τε kar σημεία at ovpavou pey. write the 
mass of Greeks. 

The order is extremely contradictory, so much so that poor 
aeth leaves out am ovpavov, and B and NL are not agreed, 
while Origen goes with the ‘‘ Western ”’ text ! 

W-H calmly follow B in their text, with the reading of NL 
copt in their margin, and ignore Origen. In ‘Notes on Select 


Τ᾿ Syr sin conflates (against syr cw) “ and there will be great earthquakes in various 
places and pestilences in various places.” 
1 See Luke xy. 4, xxii. 50, under ‘‘ Genitive before the noun.” 
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Readings’ they cite this verse, but only for a disquisition on 
the addition at the end of [ καὶ xesuwves| which does not 


ἢ exist in the Greek, but is found in some latt and syr cu 


ΧΧΙ. 24: 


[against sin| and Orig™. 

Kal αἰχμαλωτισθησονται εἰς ta εθνὴ πανταὰ (for καὶ ary. εἰς 
mavta ta εθνηὴ. Only NBLRY 124 [non fam] 892 Paris® 
Laura‘?! sah boh and so both W-H and Soden. 

Is it conceivable that in all such places sah boh followed 
NBLRYV (LRY not then in being) or is it not far more likely 
that the definite coptic order, with THpove last, influenced 
these Mss? They are all thoroughly ‘‘ Egyptian’ as shown 
elsewhere, especially R. Now observe what happens at the 
end of the same verse. It is an addition and does not properly 
belong here, but we will place it here for illustration : 


24 fin. Instead of πληρωθωσιν Katpor εθνων (as practically all and 


xxii. 42. 


Eus bis) B alone says πληρωθωσιν kat εσονται καιροι 
εθνων ; closely followed by L 892 Sod®?*” πληρωθωσιν καιροι 
KatecovTat καίροι εθνων. There is no other support but 
boh [non sah] which agrees with the form of L. 

W-H place the B reading in their text in square brackets. 
Sod adopts that of L in square brackets. [D d omit καιίροι 
εθνων.] 

Why should all other authorities but boh drop καὶ ἐσονται ?? 

I submit that it comes from boh (seeing the influence of 
coptic order earlier in the verse) and that it definitely fixes the 
date of bohairic behind B. 

(In this connection note xxi. 25 init ecovtar of NBD 

Sod**° W-H |for eotau rell et Sod txt] for boh uses the same 
form eweqjwrt just used previously in 24 for the addition 
common to BL and boh in verse 24. From ver 25 this ecovtat 
probably crept back, but curiously enough Li uses eota in 
verse 25 contra NB. ) 
TOUTO TO ποτηριον (pro TO ποτηρίον TOUVTO) N (N* tovto To 
ποτηρίον TovT0) BDLQT Sod” 157 892 Sod ”°° (both at Sinai) 
Evst 48 49 2" H*" f ff ἃ aeth sah (boh) against all others and 
Paris®” and against Orig Tert Dion Bas Dam, yet followed by 
W-H and Sod. (Tisch forgets to put sah boh with NB etc.) 
Paris” forsakes B here. Sod misquotes ὃ “5 (w*”). 


, EUPEV κοιμωμενοὺυς αὐτοὺς (pro eupev avToUs Kou.) NBDLUTW 


min perpauc [non nov. Soden, non W Paris*'| W-H Sod and ἃ 
‘‘dormientes eos’ against all the rest. 

This is a kind of accusative absolute (not referred to by 
Winer or Blass). Hence, I take it, this change of order as in 
the genitive absolute εξελθοντος avtov. The change here 
seems interesting and merits attention. Ὶ 


Luke 


Ἐ ΧΙ ΠῚ. 


XXill. 


XXIV. 


8. 


98. 


45. 


1 
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In Matt. xxvi. 40 the expression is evpev avtous καθευδοντας, 
xxvi. 43 παλιν evpev avt. καθ., Mark xiv. 37 evpicxer avtovs 
καθευδοντας, xiv. 40 evpev avtovs παλιν καθευδοντας. Observe 
that in Matt. xxvi. 40 L (only) changes the order to καθευ- 
δοντας autous. This seems very significant. 

Tle €ETU EXO MEV Haptuplas χρείαν (pro TL ETL χρείαν εχόμεν 
μαρτυρία) BUT (252 Paris®’) W-H and Sod tat against δὲ 
and all others. 

εξ ικανων χρονων θελων (pro θέλων εἕ txavov) NBTT'X fam 13 
(157 Laura‘ 105) Paris*’ 892 δοα δῦ ¢ W-H (εξ txavov του χρονου 
597 ‘ Emendanda’ Greg) (εξ ἐκανου ypovov ΝΥ). The order here 
in some others is rather confused, but we oppose sah boh and 
most. It seems again a preference like the genitive before 
the noun [see beyond]. (e& txavov θελων WV teste Lake, and 
Sod without knowing it; see note as to ὃ 6.) 

ο βασιλευς των Ἰουδαίων ovtos NBLT' Paris*’ a W-H Sod 

(Ὁ 124 de ff teotw) contra rell et contra Orig. 

anv σοι λέγω (pro ἀμὴν Neyw cor) BC*LT' [non minn| pers 
arm W-H Sod txt (contra &, contra rell omn, et Patres permultos) 

Cf B alone at John x. 1, x. 7, and xiii. 21 vpw Aeyo. Cf 
ὟΝ 174 (Sod'*’) alone at Matt. xvii. 19 vu Aeyw, and note 
vu Neyo at Matt. xxi. 27 by MWAII) fam 13 71 al. paue. 
Evst 48 b ce fii2h ᾳ vg™4 and Origen bis, and note Origen”. 
This appears to be the PERSIAN method. Soden does not 
follow in Matthew but does in Luke. 
ἐπι TO μνημα ηλθον (pro ηλθ. ewe TO wynua) Only NBLT' 124 
Dion Eus 2/3 W-H and Sod tzt against all others and Tert 
allud. and latin and syrr and coptics, and Paris*’. 

I may say here that in such cases (see also particularly 
xxiv. 7), if sah or boh had been founded on NBL [instead of 
sah boh influencing NBL] some trace of such orders would 
probably be found. Not only is this not the case, but at the 
end of this verse there is an addition in sah of ἐλογίζοντο Se ev 
eauTals τις apa αποκυλισει Tov λιθον found only in DT’ d and ὁ 
(see Mark xvi. 3). 

Further than this, the omission of καὶ tives συν αὑταῖς of 
NBC*L 33 124* lat boh Dion Eus does not occur in sah which 
has the clause with Paris*’ and the rest. 


. Tov υἱον Tov ἀνθρωπου ote det (pro ote det τον vio του ανθρωπου) 


X*BC*LT' a only with W-H Sod, against N°C? and all the 
rest and Marcion (apparently quite certainly) and Tertullian 
and coptics (both ; Horner’s English order in boh is misleading) 
and syr. 


13. ev avtn τὴ ἡμέρα noav πορευομενοι NB syr aeth Eus 


W-H [non Sod] against all others. 
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xxiv. 49 fin. εξ ὑψους δυναμιν (pro δυναμιν εξ vous) Only NBC* L 88 


Paris” Hus Cyr™* 1/2 W-H and Sod tzt. 

This looks like a “" nicety” of Hus opposed by all others, all 
Latins, sah boh aeth, all syriacs arm Cyr™* 1/2 Chr That 
etc. See ante about such changes of order. 

I would like to notice that Paris*’ while agreeing here, 
absolutely disagrees with the changes of B in verses 47 
and 48. 

I ask particular attention to the omissions of Soden’s codices 
Sinai, where NB vary the order. These younger codices 


probably represent the old exemplar with additions in the margin 
incorporated by NB in the wrong places. 


Imperfects (taking the place of aorists or historic presents). 


Luxe 


iv. 40. 


vy. 28. 


Ix. 84. 


49. 


xiv. 16. 


εθεραπευεν (pro εθεραπευσε)ὶ) BDWY? (Sod) 21 v"** Sod'**° 
latt syr (Orig prob) W-H and Soden“ who refuses the two 
following examples. X 
The imperfect nxorovber (following καταλιπὼν) of BDLWE 
69 (contra fam) 604 892 [non Paris®| a W-H perhaps comes 
under this head. There is at any rate a noticeable preference 
at times in Alexandria for the imperfect over the aorist. The 
other authorities including δὲ write ηκολουθησεν, and I regard 
B’s imperfect as an attempted improvement. I do not believe 
the others would have changed ηἠκολουθε, if it had stood here 
originally. Sod°’ has ηκολουθησεν with the majority. 
επεσκιαζεν (pro emecxiacev) also comes under this head. It 
is read by NBL 157 Paris [non 892] Hust 47 x‘ Sod'3" 
W-H, and again a comes to join us of the Latins (see else- 
where as to a and ΒΞ). 

(As to choice of expressions hereabouts cf. ix. 35 εκλε- 
λεγμενος for αγαπητος.) 
εκωλυομεν (pro εκωλυσαμεν) NBLS 15% Paris” ach ex 

W-H Sod (etiam NBD*LA Mc ix. 88). 

ἐποίει ( pro εποιησεν) Only NBR fam 1 [non 118** 1517 
W-H Sod against the rest and Clem Orig Eus'* Bas Tert and 
Latins. Surely W-H might have spared us this graphic 
touch! (They have no marginal note at all.) The phrase is 
avOpwros τις εποιει δείπνον meya(v), and ezroves would hardly 
have been removed if original. Remember the preference given 
by Alexandria so often to the imperfect. (εποίεισεν Sod’). 


t Von Soden adduces no new witnesses for ἐποίει, yet he places it in his text, for 
the imperfect appeals to him (see elsewhere) and he is merely falling a victim to the 
Alexandrian “‘ use’’ as others have before him. Yet he only selects 5 out of 8 of the above. 


| Cam παν A iy τα ε 


αν... 


>? δα δον... 


Luke 


me ἢ. 


xa, 18. 


47. 


As to 
xO: 
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(Matt. xxil. 2 ἐποίησεν is the reading of all, but the others 
were not accommodating to Matthew at ail for it is clearly 
seen elsewhere that in St. Luke NB and the Egyptian group 
are under the influence of a special recension.) 
επηρωτων (pro etnpwtncav)  B(fam13) 157 Paris®’ Laura’! 
only with a again and W-H™. 
avexpayov (pro avexpakav) NBLT οὐ Τὶ 4 124| non fam] 157 
892 Paris’ Sod"? (no others) a Cyr W-H Sod tat against all 
the rest. 
εδοξαζε ( pro εδοξασεὶ) NBDLRY [non Sod’*’] 892 Paris* 
Sod’** cd q (eff ὃ Cyr W-H Sod txt [Soden wrongly excepts 
Paris*’ and cites Q (ε 4) |. 

[Once xxill. 836 ΒΤ, ΤΊ Sod’? W-H (alone) change εἐνεπαίζον 
to ενεπαιξαν and this is discovered to have the support of sah. 
Soden baulks at this. | 


dedwxa (pro dou) NBC*LX min pauc it” Orig etc. διδωμι 
is supported by Justin Iren™ Hus ὁ d and syrr who confirm 
the Greeks headed by 1), and I suspect NB of ‘‘ improvement ἡ 
in a contrary direction here with their dedwxa. 

Observe Tert™*” lib: “ Quis nunc dabit potestatem calcand? 
super colubros et scorpios.”’ 


[In St. Luke there is a noticeable absence of the use of the Historic 
Present (see Sir John Hawkins, Horae Syn. Ὁ. 24: “only in vi. 40, 
vill. 49, xi. 37, 45, xxiv. 12? 36? in contrast with Matthew 78, 
Mark 151”) so that we are prepared for but moderate revision by the 
Alexandrine school; and here we see that the critics contented themselves 
with the substitution of some imperfects for the aorists. | 


Genitive before the Noun. 


In two cases to be noticed in St. Luke NB come in twice (T is 
wanting in the first place) and L only the second time. 


Luke 
ὟΝ: A: 


xxii. 50; 


Now 


τις avOpwros εξ ὑυμωνΐ exwv exatov προβατα καὶ απολεσας 
εξ αυὐτων ἑν (pro ἑν e€ αὐτω) NBD*"W (fam 1 fam 18) 
157 Paris*’ e W-H Sod only [opposed by L all others Sod’ 
and Method Bas’ | me 

Kat επατάξεν εἷς τις εξ aUTwWY του ἀαρχίερεως τον δουλον (pro τον 
δουλον του ἀρχίερεω) NBLT fam 13 [non 124] 892 W-H 
et Sod (non W non 157 non Paris®’ hoc loco, non latt) 

this 1s quite an unusual position for the genitive in the 


— ΕΞ -- ἘΦ SS πΞπ  ς-Ὁ---- 


892 actually has τις εξ ὑμων ανθρωπος, while retaining (6 sil Harris) ev εξ αὐτων. 
This is a further commentary on such preferences. 
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N.T.t Consult Winer, Eng. ed. p. 193 and 239. On p. 240 he says: 
“That this position of the genitive may belong to the peculiarities 
of a writer’s style (Gersdorf p. 296 sqq) is not in itself impossible (since 
particular writers use even emphatic combinations with a weakened 
force) but at all events cannot be made probable.’’ This is said at the 
end of a paragraph on the proper emphatic use of the genitive preceding 
the noun. But Winer neglects our two examples and they do not belong 
to the emphatic class (such as 1 Cor. 111. 9 θεον yap εσμεν συνεργοι, θεου 
yewpytov, θεου οἰκοδομὴ eote). But these are generally followed by a 
nominative (Matt. xxvil. 33 κρανίου τοπος, Eph. ii. 10 αὐτου yap εσμεν 
ποίημα, Ja. 1. 26 tovtov wataos ἡ θρησκεια, Rom. xi. 18 εθνων ἀποστολος, 
Acts i. 7 αὐτου at βασεις καὶ ta σφυρα tert rec, where NABC Bas Sev 
Lucif oppose the order; see also Rom. ix. 5) and therefore are to be 
considered as a classical usage. Cf Herod vi. 2 τὴν ΙΪωνων τὴν ἡγεμονὴν 
του προς Aapevov πολεμου, Thucyd 111. 12 τὴν εκεινων μελλησιν τῶν εἰς 
ημας δεινων, Plato Legg 3.690 ὃ την τοῦ νομου εκοντων ἀρχὴν. 

But the genitive before the noun is thoroughly Aristotelian through- 
out. See, for the nearest parallel to Luke xxii. 20, τῶν πατρίων τὸν 
ἄρχοντα (Pol 3.20). Also τῶν πλουσίων τοὺς ἀγροὺς (Pol 2.8) ete ete. 

Blass (Thackeray p. 99) is not very full. He refers also to 
Phil. 11. 80 and adds one other, Matt. xiii. 33 evs αλευρου cata τρια, but 
there is no article there, and he says ‘“‘in the same way that a word in 
any case without an article usually, though not always, precedes the 
genitive which it governs.” 

Blass does not refer to our examples either as far as I can see, and 
I can only regard them as exemplifying still further the independent 
position taken: by the Mss in question and as partaking of a kind 
of unnecessary revision. I certainly do not believe that all the other mss 
changed the order. And it is to be observed that, whereas the 13 family 
are involved in both cases, ΡΝ 157 Paris®’ and L act in an eclectic 
manner and disagree on the second example. We should have to assume 
if ἐξ avtwy ἑν were original that L changed it to ἑν ἐξ avtwy while 
retaining tov ἀρχίερεως Tov δουλον, and that if του apyepews τον δουλον 
were original, W 157 Paris’ changed it while being content with ἐξ 
avtwv ἑν. No, I consider both to be changes made on the original text 
to conform to some idea of classical usage.t 

The truth about this seems to be that the most proper occasions 
on which to employ this order are when the noun or its equivalent is 


t Matt. Me. τον 6. του apy.; Jo. τον του apy. δουλον a kind of halfway but classical 
house as 1 Pet. iii. 20 ἡ του θεου μακροθυμια, Heb. xii. 2 τον rns πιστεως apynyov. Cf Phil. 
11,190 ro υμων ὑστερημα τῆς λειτουργιας. Plato Rep. ras των οἰκείων προπηλακισεις του ynpas. 

{ The situation in Luke xxii. 50 is a little complicated. First NBLT invite us to 
read εἐπαταξεν εἷς tis εξ αὐτων του apytepews Tov δουλον, bringing two genitives together ; 
secondly they reverse this in the next clause, and would read καὶ αφειλεν τὸ ovs αὐτου 
ro δεξιον, instead of και ad. αὐτου To ovs το δεξιον as the rest. 


EE 
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followed by a relative. as Thucyd i. 51 ai εἴκοσι νῆες ai ἀπὸ τῶν ᾿Αθηνῶν 
αὗται, ὧν ἦρχε Γλαύκων τε ὁ Λεάργου καὶ ’Avdoxidns ὁ Aewyopou. 

See also in a heading to Dionysius letter to Germanus, δηλώσουσιν 
ai αὐτοῦ φωναί, as πρὸς Teppavov.... where αὐτοῦ following αἱ is 
apparently not abhorrent, so that ἅς may follow φωναί. 

Observe also in this writer at the close of the letter to Germanus 
a long list of genitives before the noun, followed by a résumé of οἷα to 
introduce the next sentence: 

ὅσας ἀριθμῆσαι δύναται περὶ ἡμῶν ἀποφάσεις, δημεύσεις, Tpoypadgas, 
ὑπαρχόντων ἁρπαγάς, ἀξιωμάτων ἀποθέσεις, δόξης κοσμικῆς ὀλιγωρίας, 
ἐπαίνων ἡγεμονικῶν καὶ βουλευτικῶν καταφρονήσεις καὶ τῶν ἐναντίων 
ἀπειλῶν, Kal καταβοήσεων καὶ κινδύνων ἔ καὶ διωγμῶν ἰ καὶ πλάνης καὶ 
στενοχωρίας καὶ ποικίλης θλίψεως ὑπομονήν, οἷα τὰ ἐπὶ Δεκίου καὶ Σαβίνου 
συμβάντα μοι, οἷα μέχρι νῦν ᾿Αιμιλιανοῦ ; 

Observe the position of ὑπομονήν. 

I think we may say then that in the writings of Dionysius the Great 
(fl. 200-270) we have a very good example of Alexandrian style about 
A.D. 235 [he was raised to the headship of the Catechetical School in 231 | 
and that the precedence given to the genitive is considerable. Note 
further in the letter to Fabian “τῶν πρεσβυτέρων μοί τινα κάλεσον. 
Again: “ἐν νόσω δὲ *yevopevos τριῶν ἑξῆς ἡμερῶν ἄφωνος Kal ἀναίσθητος 
διετέλεσε. 

““ μηκέτι βασάνων πεῖραν λαβοῦσαι " τὰς γὰρ ὑπὲρ πασῶν ἡ πρόμαχος...᾿᾽ 
“ἐ πρὶν τινας αὐτῶν ἄλλους λαβέσθαι. 

Further, in “Χαιρήμων ἣν ὑπέργηρως τῆς Νείλου καλουμένης 
ἐπίσκοπος πόλεως ᾿᾿ Some MSS have πόλεως ἐπίσκοπος, showing a distinct 
conflict as to the best method. 

Widely separated by the genitives sometimes are the component 
parts of his sentences, e.g.— 

“ καὶ τῆς ἰσχυρᾶς ἐν ἑαυτοῖς πίστεως ἀξίαν καὶ ἀνάλογον δύναμιν Kal 
καρτερίαν λαβόντες, θαυμαστοὶ γεγόνασιν αὐτοῦ τῆς βασιλείας μάρτυρες. 

or 

“δὲ ἡ τῆς βασιλείας ἐκείνης τῆς εὐμενεστέρας ἡμῖν μετα βολὴ διήγ- 
γελται, καὶ πολὺς ὁ τῆς ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς ἀπειλῆς φόβος ἀνετείνετο.᾽" 

or ; 

“οἱ νῦν τοῦ χριστοῦ πάρεδροι Kal τῆς βασιλείας αὐτοῦ κοινων οἱ, Kal 
μέτοχοι τῆς κρίσεως αὐτοῦ,᾽ ὃ continuing “ «al συνδικάξζοντες αὐτῷ τῶν 
παραπεπτωκότων ἀδελφῶν τινὰς ὑπευθύνους τοῖς τῶν θυσιῶν ἐγκλήμασι 
γενομένους προσελάβοντο. 


+ Heb. x. 84. 

1 Copying St. Paul’s style 2 Cor. xi. 26, 2 Cor. xii. 10. The reading of St. Paul’s 
letters is assigned as the cause of Dionysius’ conversion to Christianity. 

§ This is perhaps a fair commentary on the method pursued by NBLT in 
Luke xxii. 50, where they prefer in a sentence of “ pairs” the genitive before the noun 
jirst, and in second place the genitive following the noun. 
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or 
“κατα TOV τοῦ διωγμοῦ καιρὸν ἀνακινῶν λόγον." 

Finally (p. 33 Feltoe’s edition) note the sentence : 

“ὕστερον δὲ τινες οὐκ ὀλίγοι τῶν ἐθνῶν τὰ εἴδωλα καταλιπόντες 
ἐπέστρεψαν ἐπὶ τὸν. θεόν." 

τὰ εἴδωλα does not refer directly to ἐθνῶν, but the words are made to 
follow this genitive, whereas καταλιπόντες τὰ εἴδωλα would be clearer to 
an English mind. 

It seems worth while to consider this at some length, because we 
must get into the atmosphere of Alexandria in the first part of the 
11" century if we are to judge of possible idiosyneracies of the fore- 
runners of NB and T in ‘‘ papyrus book form.” t 

[Observe the use in N alone of το Nex Oev in Luke ii. 21 for τὸ κληθέν. 
and note that it follows immediately after καὶ ἐκλήθη τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ 
*Inaods. 

So in Dionysius may be observed the use of λεχθέντων immediately 
following καλουμένην. The sentence is: ἐπὶ τούτοις ἐκέλευσεν ἡμᾶς 
ἀπελθεῖν εἰς κώμην πλησίον τῆς ἐρήμου καλουμένην κεφρώ. αὐτῶν δὲ 
ἐπακούσατε τῶν UT’ ἀμφοτέρων λεχθέντων ὡς ὑπεμνηματίσθη. 

(But Justin Martyr supplies us with the closest parallel: ἅμα τῷ 
ἀναβῆναι αὐτὸν ἀπὸ τοῦ ποταμοῦ τοῦ ἰορδάνου τῆς φωνῆς αὐτῷ λεχθείσης. 
ὑ.ὁς μου εἶ συ, ἔγω σήμερον γεγέννηκα. Just’ 103}} 

But perhaps a good counterpart of this use of the genitive may be 
observed in Thucyd 1. 56 τῶν yap Κορινθίων πρασσόντων ὅπως τιμωρήσονται 
αὐτοὺς, ὑποτοπήσαντες τὴν ἔχθραν αὐτῶν οἱ ᾿Αθηναῖοι Ποτιδαιάτας. 
οἱ οἰκοῦσιν ἐπὶ τῷ ἰσθμίῳ τῆς Παλλήνης, Κορινθίων ἀποίκους, 
ἑαυτῶν δὲ ξυμμάχους φόρου ὑποτελεῖς, ἐκέλευον τὸ ἐς ΠΙΠαλ- 
λήνην τεῖχος καθελεῖν καὶ ὁμήρους δοῦναι, τούς τε ἐπιδημιουργοὺς ἐκπεμπειν 
καὶ τὸ λοιπὸν μὴ δέχεσθαι οὺς κατὰ ἔτος ἕκαστον Κορίνθιοι ἔπεμπον, δείσαντες 
μὴ ἀποστῶσιν ὑπὸ τε Περδίκκου πειθόμενοι καὶ Κορινθίων, τούς τε ἄλλους 
τοὺς ἐπὶ θράκης ξυναποστήσωσι ξυμμίχους. 


Note, close afterwards, Luke xxu. 53, the preference for αὑτη εστιν 
υμωὼν ἢ wPa ΟΥ̓ ἢ wpa ὑμων.1 


+ In this connection observe a place in Mark xiv. 8 : ro cwpa μου say ΝΒΌΤΜΣΨ W-H 
with Latin order, and I consider, as explained elsewhere, from Latin sympathies, against 
μου To σωμα Of the rest headed by A and closed by AW k ὃ with coptic and Sodtxt. Tischen- 
dorf remarks here ‘‘ Mc adamat genitivos ejusmodi substantivo praeponere.” This is an 
interesting observation, for it brings up the possible double Greek recension in Mark of 
which I have spoken, and does not necessarily apply to the Greek of St. Mark himself. 

1 This is adopted by a good many: NBDGKLMRTXOY a (but N* omits υμων) 
against AESUVTIAA, etc, but does not seem for the best, as it brings ἡ pa and ἡ εξουσιὰ 
tov oxorovs together, spoiling the pair of nominatives which are distinct. Thus 

αλλ αὑτὴ ἐστιν ὑμων ἡ wpa Kai ἢ εξουσια του σκοτους, instead of 
αλλ αὐτὴ εστιν ἢ @pa UU@V Και 1) εξουσια του OK)ITOUS. 
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For this preference on the part of B in the N.T. see ante at xxi. 11 
where B 1 [non fam] alone have καὶ απ ουρανου onpeia. 

Also note under ‘‘ Order’”’ xvii. 2 των μίκρων τουτων va N* BLY 

892 Paris” only (for eva των μικρων τουτων). 
. See also xxiii. 8 εξ ἐκανων ypovwr θέλων bringing the participle into 
this position NBTT'X. Observe both Egyptian documents T and T’, 
which are extant together here, join NBX. 

Also observe that the change in Luke xxu. 50 follows very closely 
the change in order at xxl. 45 where NBDLTY prefer κοιμωμένους avtous 
(a kind of partial accusative absolute) for αὐτοὺς κοιμωμένους, showing 
deep grammatical consideration. The change is not made in the parallels 
except by L at Matt. xxvi. 40. 

For preference of genitive before the noun observe inter alia Matt. 
ΧΙ]. 13 extewov cov τὴν χείρα by NBL Sod” 1 33 157, against ext. τὴν 
χείρα σου by the vast majority. 

This method however with the possessive is COPTIC. 

Cf Mark xii. 87 αὐτου ἐστιν vios BLT" Sod’? 2° σοι" only out of 
ΒΙΧ varying orders. 


Harmonistic. 
Luke 
vy. 19. παντων (pro tov Incov) Cf Marc τ. 12 
vi. 89 init. καὶ yap eav (ex Matt. v. 46) 
vill. 16. —wva οἱ εἰσπορευόμενοι βλέπωσι TO φως (Cf Marc iv. 21) 
xi. 24. -Ἐτοτε (ante λεγει) NBLX& Sod? 33 157°892 Paris” 


Laura“ 1 Sod’? Hust 48 y*" bl sah boh Orig Sod tzt. 

Notwithstanding what, by the canons of W-H, they should 
consider very strong evidence,f they place tote in square 
brackets only. It is clearly a theft from Matt. xi. 44 (where 
there is no variation) and they must have had a suspicion of this. 
Orig, as usual, (ex Luc vid) is responsible for re-introducing a 
false text into our schools and colleges and seminaries. Not 
the ‘‘ true text,” as tne self-constituted arbiters of the printed - 
Greek Text for the last thirty years have assured us that 
they have placed in our hands. 

The character of the eclectic witnesses as grouped (without 
syr or D d) should have been decisive. 

Immediately following we have the same thing : 

25. +oyoralovta (post ευρισκε) NBCLRVEWV min? et δοα 

71 οορέ aeth Orig |W-H]. Soden omits, although accepting 
Tote in ΧΙ. 24! 


t Compare Matt. xxi. 12, ‘ Select Readings’ p. 15, where they speak of NBL 13 88 
b syr hier mem theb arm aeth Orig Chr, as ‘ overwhelming evidence.”’ 
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Again Orig brings this in from Matt xii. 44 where we read 
“Kat ελθον ευρισκει σχολαζοντα καὶ σεσαρωμενον καὶ κεκοσμη- 
393 
μενον. 


W-H again have it in Luke, but in square brackets, having 
discovered something seriously amiss with the worshipful 


“neutral” text when it adds like this from a close parallel in 


two consecutive verses ! 
To σωματι +upov BT min aliq?+ a vg?™ cor vat* sah. boh 
syr pesh [non cu sin| aeth Clem 1/2 

All others are against this addition (= Matt. vi. 25). 

But W-H have it although in square brackets and Souter’s 
edition follows without brackets. Soden rejects it. 

A glance at B in the neighbourhood will show the ms 
against 'T in the same verse (only support ὁ 6) and in verse 20 
BLQT 33 Paris*’ W-H had asked us to accept artovow for 
απαιτουσιν against all others and a huge array of Fathers 
very definitely, so that they convince the Revisers and Souter 
and they restore ava:tovow to the text without comment. 


Xxll. 9 fin. -Ἐσοι dayew to πασχα (post ετοιμασωμεν)ὺ) So B alone, 


what is it ? 


Luke 


61. 


and boh*"®, a deliberate theft from Matt. xxvi.17. The others 
were more modest, for a few add something. ff adds tibi 
pascha, vg™ +pascha, DPV cde gat sah aeth -Ἐσοι, but 
Origen again (‘‘e Luca?” says Tisch. ‘‘ Certe quae sequuntur 
non a Mt pendent’’) που θέλεις ετοιμασομεν σοι TO πασχα. 
pnuatos (pro Xoyov) NBUTX 4 124 [contra fam] 213 Paris” 
892 Sodus? 149 W-H R-V [non Sod]. Cf Matt. xxvi. 75, 
Mark xiv. 72. 

Cf also Luc. xvii. 30 λαβὴ for arorxaBn Only BDM min 
pauc [not 892 Paris**] W-H™*' [non R-V nec Sod] against δὲ and 
all the uncials. λαβὴ is the word in Mark x. 30. 


Neutral and Western tied together. 


Again and again D goes with B in Luke. Is this the “neutral” or 


_ vil 4. —os init. BD Epiph only against all the rest. In W-H it 


is in the text in square brackets. But either Hpiph is quite 
wrong or he and BD are right. There can be no two ways 
about it. Then why put it in in square brackets? I have 
said that Hort did not know his children when he saw them. 
Here is a case in point. You can’t call it ‘‘ western” and 
“neutral” and you can’t call it either ‘“‘ western” or 
“neutral.” Then what is it ? 

N* clearly read ws, for N° corrects to πως. Sah introduces 


Luke 
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NAY OE by xe = syr pesh ote (omitting ws). Boh has 
πῶς. Whasos. It seems clear that there was something 
in the margin “‘ ad emendandum ” which misled B. 


In this connection note: 


1X. 


XV. 


XVll. 


XVill. 


ΧΙ͂Χ. 


XXill. 


XXIV. 


ee 
om 


ὃ. 


90. 


21. 


a Yi 


35. 


24. 


48. 


πανα NBC*FLE 254 Paris” Evst 48 syr copt W-H Sod. The 
omission (also supported by dat which does not express it) looks 
like an ‘“‘improvement,”’ for when we turn to the independent 
witness D*" we find that he has it with wnc™ and even d™ 
opposite has ana (against other Latins). W has it and Sod”. 
TOV OLTEUTOV μοσχον (pro TOV Moo Nov TOV OLTEUTOV) is not 
elegant, yet it is read by NBLQR Paris” Sod'** W-H and 
Sod txt and d e but only these [not W]. The other latt oppose 
and with copt read very plainly vitulwm saginatum, ‘ the calf 
which is nourished ”’ (Horner). 


. [outws ectato vos Tou avOpwrov| --εν tn ἡμερα αὐτοῦ BD 220 


abdeisah, boh™ [non W] (ουτως εσται ἡ ἡμέρα του viov Tov 
ανθρωπου syr cu sin). W-H** omits. Soden does not. 
ex νεότητος (—pov) BD dl (syr cu sin) Dial et Tert™”. 
This may well be basic. [non W.] W-H omits. Soden 
has it. : 
evye BD 56 58 61 (all three absolutely influenced by latin 
throughout) 892 [non al. minn] Orig and lat euge W-H“*, 
and Soden who had just refused — μου above ! 
After the grave omission in xxill. 34 we find BD alone 
have vios for ovros here in ver. 35 (add Τὶ fam 13 126 131 
Paris” Laura‘ 1 ¢ Sod* sah boh arm Eus 1 r with the 
addition of vos later in the verse). 

Westcott and Hort do not follow B here. Then why omit 
with B ver 34? Is B not basic in verse 35? 
ovTws καθως at γυναῖκες (--καὶ tert) BD [non al. vid.| latt 
syr arm aeth sah 1/2 boh** W-H [nil in mg. | 


. οὔὐχι ἡ Kapola ἡμων καιομενὴ nv (—ev nutv) BD d ce vg"* syr 


cu sin [non al. syr] Orig et Orig™ W-H“*[non copt]. This 

almost looks like a ‘‘nicety”’ of Origen however, shared by the 

others. 

μαρτυρες (—eote) BD δοα **° d Aug W-H only (boh aeth 

possibly). B also omits the δε preceding (not so D ὦ). 

It is possible that the omission is an error from ὙΜΕΙΟΕΟΤΕ 

in B, but Τὸ writes KAiymMeicAe as if ecte had been lost in 

eicAe. C Paris” ff, 7 vg?® invert the order: μάρτυρες εστε. 
We might go as far as to suggest that B* in: 


1. 21 fin may have had mpc, that is ev τὴ κοίλια μητρος, as D d alone, 


for there is a space therein B. (Zvsch does not refer to it.) 
I mention this as there are other points as to B neglected 
in Tisch. Thus at :— 
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Luke 
u. 40 he mentions D alone as having ηυξανετο for nu€aver. This 


is almost certainly the reading of B* (see photographic edition) 
though not reported for B. 
Note conjunction of BDW at: 
iv. 40. εθεραπευεν (pro εθεραπευσεν)ὴ BDW 21 vs" latt syr and Orig 
(prob) 
43. de μὲ (pro pe dev) BDW 130 892 [non Paris*’] latt 
Tert (against δὲ and all the Greeks). 
Even 
v. 2. For απεπλυναν, where NC*LQX 372 Paris*’ have επλυναν, 
BDW 892 are not to be separated, having ἐπλυνον. 
(N.B.—This is immediately followed in verse 3 by — του ante σιμωνος, 
NBDLW 157 Paris*’.) 


“ Neutral” “ pre-Syrian”’ “ pre-Alexandrian”’ misnomers for B. 


x. 21. +7 ayw post πνευματι although supported by NBCDKLXUZ 
min’ Sod®”° et Paris’ abcde ffilcopt syr arm aeth looks 
suspiciously like an ‘‘addition””» when Clem Bas oppose 
with f q goth AEGHMSUVW'TAA min permult [+892]. 
Here is a case where the despised ‘‘ Antioch” and Clem prove 
to have the shorter text and 8927 deliberately contradicts NB. 
The place is important. 

“Tn that hour (Jesus) rejoiced in (the) spirit (ev τω πνευματι) and said ”’ 

. It is here that B and company wish to add τω ayiw which seems 
unnecessary and rather fulsome. 

There is no help from Matthew (xi. 25) where the prayer is introduced 
thus: ev ἐκείνω Tw καίρω αποκρίιθεις ὁ Ἰησους εἰπεν. 

Clement of Alexandria is very definite here: αγαλλιάσαμενος (showing 
as Barnard points out that the quotation is from Luke and not from 
Matthew) your ev tw πνευματι Inoous εξομολογουμαι σοι πατερ, φησιν, o 
Geos του ουρανου Kat τῆς YNS OTL ἀπεκρυψας TavTa απὸ σοφων και συνετων 
Kal απεκαλυψας αὐτὰ νηπίοις * val Ο πατὴρ OTL οὐὑτως εὐδοκία εγενετο 


εμπροσθεν σου. 
If we may not follow Clem here, when may we follow him ? 
Barnard’s note says ‘‘ Clement omits to ayiw after πνευματι with the 
Syrian Text (including A f q).” This old bosh about a ‘‘ Syrian” text! 
It is probably the basic tome which even in Alexandria after Clement’s time 
suffered this gloss. 


+ This must be considered in such places. Observe how constantly 892 upholds 
B elsewhere; even to +xaz in vii. 47 quite alone with Paris” of all authorities with B. 
B 892 then clearly have one base, and 892 here in x. 21 is the true exponent of it, not B. 


Luke 


xxii. 46. 
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In the passage καὶ φωνησας φωνὴ μεγαλὴ ο ἴησους εἰπεν * TaTep 
εἰς χειρας σου παρατιθεμαι TO πνευμα μου... .εξεπνευσεν there 
is a good deal of conflict as to whether we should read τοῦτο 
de εἰπων NBC*D*"W (for καὶ tavta εὐπων of many) or καὶ 
TOUTO εἰπὼν OY τοῦτο εἰπὼν OY Simply καὶ With Adamant a syr 
cu sin. If we want the shorter text (in view of this great 
divergence looking hke an addition) we shall choose this ‘‘ «az 
e€ervevoev,” or 1f we want the shortest, we shall eliminate 
the whole final clause “‘ trovto...e€emvevcev’’ with X and four 
cursives adding Sod’ (= 213). At any rate NBD do not 
supply us with the shortest and by inference the most “‘ neutral’”’ 
or colourless text. 


xxiv. 17 fin. και cote σκυθρωποι By most, that is eighteen uncials and 


21. 


APYW (εσται ox.) latt (except d 6) syrr against καὶ εσταθησαν 
σκυθρωποι of NA*™ (Li εἐστησαν) Paris” e sah boh (Orig Ὁ) 
aeth alig. 'Tischendorf’s note is very full here. 

But D d Cyr’ have only σκυθρωποι the ‘shorter’ text, 
eliminating both εστε and εσταθησαν. If we want the 
“shorter” text, we have to assume both εστε and εστησαν 
(L) expanded perhaps to εσταθησαν, to be additions. 

(Syr hier* omits καὶ ἐσταθησαν and σκυθρωποι). 

W-H admit καὶ ἐσταθησαν σκυθρωποι into their text without 
marginal comment. Yet in their ‘ Notes on Select Readings’ 
towards the end of Luke they have a lot to say about the 
Western “‘non-interpolations.” Here is one they might well 
have followed. Sod quotes Orig for omission [see Tisch] but 
Sod™ does not omit. 

—onuepov NBL 1 [non 118-131-209] Paris” boh (syr) 
vg?® |hiat γ.] W-Hand Sod txt against the rest and W. This 
is an interesting place. The usual text runs: 

anna γε συν πᾶσι τοῦυτοις τρίτην ταυτηὴν ἡμεραν σήμερον 
ἄγει ap ov ταῦτα εγενετο. It is here that NBL drop σημερον 
as being pleonastic following τριτὴν ταυτὴν nuepay. What 
do the great majority do? They retain both. But observe 
that D min°t d and all Latins Aug bis drop ταυτην and 
retain onuepov. Who is right? When this kind of thing 
occurs, and when the 1 family (as above) is engaged in 
internecine warfare, I prefer to follow the ‘“‘ Western ᾿᾿ omission 
of tavtmy rather than the “Egyptian” [not ‘neutral’’] 
omission of oyuepov. For the Latins are quite agreed here. 

Again I say that Hort [silent in his ‘ Select Readings ’] would 
have done well to consider this. The syriac shows that the 


+ Of these I identify 22? (‘‘ Colb” Wetst) 42 71 Hust 150. Add Sod1454 ὃ 470. 
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basic text is involved, for they agree among themselves. It 
is true that σημερον does not appear, but they have their own 
way of doing things in such an expression, and it is note- 
worthy that they agree among themselves as do the Latins. 


General Improvement. 


. τ τω (ante vouw) NBDLW 2”? 892 W-H Sod'* et tat. Observe 


D does it too against the influence of d. It would be insig- 
nificant for B except that all through ch. i. and ch. ii. to this 
point he has been throwing away articles with the Latin; see 
even 11. 22 just above — του ante καθαρισμου. 

(— ev vouw κυρίου Paris” with Γ f) 


autov εἰς ἴλημ και ἐστησεν (—avTov) ἐπι TO TTEPVYLOV TOU LEpoU. 
The omission of αὐτὸν sec. by NBLE 604 892? Paris” ὁ 
Orig is opposed by the coptics as well as by the other Greek 
uncials, by the Latins and Syriacs, and every other Greek 
minuscule known. t 
—reyou NBLV*WE Paris’ 604 Sod? [non al. min] sah boh 
syr sin Orig W-H Sod tat against everything else. There is 
no reason for others to add here. The narrative is graphic 
and it has been removed to lend greater force to the dramatic 
character of the immediate cry of the demoniac. 

Consult boh ‘‘ And he cried out with a great shout...’’ where 
NApwore replaces Near of sah. 

In sah and boh the exclamatory question of the demoniac 
is, as usual, introduced by xe thus practically replacing λέγων. 


. χθυων wv συνέλαβον (pro ἰχθυων ἡ συνέλαβον! BDX 213d 


W-H™ against rell (cx0. nv cuver. Sod” Paris*’). 


. +avtov (post θεναὴ BLE 157 Sod"? [W-H] (syr copt 


aeth) against the rest and δὲ, not the “shorter ”’ text. 


. taro (ante ἱματιουὶ NBDLWX& 1 13 22°33, (157 2). 218 


604 892 Sod'® it” syr copt W-H Sod tet. 


. —ovtes fin. Here is the ‘ shorter” text with NBDLXW 1 22 


33 69 157 213 604 892 Paris” al copt (syr) W-Ht but from Matt 
ΧΙ. 8 and Mark τι. 25. Why should any add οντες if not here 
originally, seeing it 15 absent from the synoptics? “Καὶ ou 
μετ᾽ αὐτου is quite sufficient. There is no need for οντες 
unless it belongs properly to the original writing of St. Luke. 
In St. Matthew none add, and in St. Mark only D(A) and lat. 


93 


+ Von Soden’s additional testimony is insignificant (Sod1260 1443), Yet this ‘ pair ”’ 
offends him, and he casts out the second avroy from his text, as did the Alexandrians 
and Hort and Tischendorf before him. 

t{ Not Soden, who followed the same group just above. Sod” also omits οντες. 
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Vi. 


9: 


26. 


iT, 
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εἰ pro TL NBDLW 157 Paris” οὐ pl (copt). 
W-H simply accept this as the true text. But is it? τὸ is 
rather the harder reading. It is necessary to write it out: 
Here are the alternatives involving an alternative punctuation : 

επερωτήσω (vel ἐπερωτω) vuas εἰ εἕεστιν τω σαββατω ayabo- 
TOLNTAL ἡ κακοποιησαι; 

επερωτήσω (vel ἐπερωτω) vuas τι εἕεστιν Tw σαββατω; αγαθο- 
TOLNTAL ἡ κακοποιήσαι; 

Note that in Mark (iii. 4) it runs καὶ Neyer αὐτοῖς * εἕεστιν (51 
licet latt aliq) tow σαββασιν x.7.r. without εἰ or te, but the 
few Greeks who add, add τι and not ev. 

In Matt. xii. 10 it is εἰ e€eorw without fluctuation. Much 
more natural then is εἰ a correction in Luke than the “ true”’ 
text. And τὸ is to be preferred as being harder. Soden 
accepts this. Sod’*® reads τε against NBDLW. 


. +vuv (post εμπεπλησμενο) Observe another addition. This 


by a rather large group NBLQRT*XWA*AZ Sod’ min pauc 
et Sodas αὶ goth arm aeth copt W-H Sod tzt. 

The rest and Latins with syr pesh diatess, Iren* very 
distinctly, and Bas omrit, and probably Tert. Syr sin omits 
25° ovas vw οἱ εμπεπλησμενον (νυν) OTL TEWACETE. 

The νυν appears superfluous, yet if present it does not 
follow that it would be omitted. And if superfluous why 
should NBL etc. add it, except by way of improvement ? 

Next comes the ‘shorter text,’ an omission by B alone of 
οἱ TaTepes autwy at the end of the verse (briefly noticed in 
‘Gen. of Versions,’ p. 400). Do W-H follow? No. But syr sin 
sah and 604 since discovered, also omit. Does this strengthen 
the case? Not very much, but it shows that something 
bothered B, and in fact at this place there are signs of an 
erasure. [Only Sod*" (= our 273) appears to omit οἱ πατερες.] 


. προσευχεσθε περι των επερεαζοντων vuas NBLWE Paris” 


604 only W-H Sod (no new Mss.), against all and copt and 
Clem Orig Eus. 


. If the above at vi. 26 be wrong (and W-H by not following 


allow this), then why may not the omission of προς avtov here 
by only N8*B 892 Paris” sah [not boh] followed by W-H and 
Soden’s text be equally wrong? How could all others including 
L etc. have found it in their copies? The corrector of &, 
observe, put it back. 

The foolishness of it all is seen at: 
-iavo NBDFLE 130" "™ 157 ae f ff 2 1 vg cop syr 


+ See above under “ Exchange of Prepositions.”’ 
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arm. Yet Tischendorf and Soden retain icavor against this 
strong-looking group. W-H, more consistent, omit. W and 
Paris®’ with Sod’4° 1559 also omit. Sod retains. 

+xav (ante ολύγον sec.) B 892 Paris” alone with EvstAmaineasu, 
but deliberate. Syr cw a in + am alone seems possibly 
responsible for this. 

κατέπεσεν (pro emecev) BULRE 604 soli and W-H without 


marginal alternative! Soden does not add a single new 
witness, yet adopts it in his text. 
-Ἔωσει (ante ava) Although supported by an apparently 


formidable array NBCDLR& 33 157 213 892 Paris*” Sod? 1182 
a 6 sah Orig, and admitted into W-H’s and Soden’s text, is 
excluded by Tischendorf who refers to Mark vi. 40 (‘‘ at vdtr 
propter Marci κατὰ exatov καὶ kata πεντήκοντα imvectunr’’). 
Here, then, is an acknowledgment of an Origenian ‘ subtlety ”’ 
(see Canon Cook’s remarks swpra in Introduction). It is 
clearly far more likely for an addition of ὡσει to be editorial than 
a subtraction of it. There would be no reason for subtraction. 
εἐπίλαβομενος παιδιιν BCD 2° Paris® min’? οὐ Sodmmare 
W-H Sod™ (pro επιλαβ. παίδιου rell gr et W) 

It may be thought that the partitive genitive παιδίου is the 
improvement here. But comparing Mark’s account καὶ λαβὼν 
παιδιον, it would seem that BC followed D and Jatt for 
επίλαβ. παιδιον in Luke [In Matt. it is προσκαλεσαμενος 
mavo.ov | and eschewed the genitive on purpose. 

Evan. 28 sides with BCD, but W is opposed and goes with 
SN and the great majority for the genitive. I mention the 
place as most N. T. grammarians seem to be silent here. 
επιλαμβανω can take either accusative or genitive, but if we 
read παιδίου then τὴν χειρα is doubtless understood. It has a 
bearing on that very difficult place at Mark xiv. 72, where 
επιβαλων exdavey has to be interpreted and where the Coptic 
adds τὴν χείρα. There indeed A uses ἐπίλαβων for επιβαλων. 
If παιδιοῦ in Luke be original it would seem that we have 
some authority for eliding τὴν χείρα αὐτου in Mark xiv. 72. 


ΧΙ. 10 fin. avovyetat (pro ανοιχθησεται) BD*" syr to accord with 


14. 


λαμβανει. (Matt vii. 7-8 ανουγησεται, but in Matt. vu. 8 B 
(Ὁ wanting) does it also to accord with εὑρίσκει, but not 
ver. 7 leaving avovynoetas following δοθησεται. See note ad 
loc. in Matthew.) Soden has no new witness to add to BD in 
Luke or to B in Matthew. 
(See Luke xi. 12 under ‘ Solecisms.’’) 

-καὶ avto nv ‘“NA*BL al’ cop arm aeth.” So Tisch. Add 
892 Sod™® [not Paris*’] W-H Sod tat. Boh omits, but sah has 
it in a way (Exeecyajaxe rendered by Horner ‘ which is not 
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Luke 
wont to speak ” although in his notes he classes this as if it were 


plain κωφον and not καὶ αὑτὸ nv κωφον). ‘The omission seems 
clearly an improvement. If καὶ nv εκβαλλων δαιμονιον κωφον 
had stood originally, why on earth should any one add καὶ 
αὐτο nv? Syr cu sin modify otherwise. They say ‘‘ And 
it came to pass when he was casting out a devil from a 
deaf-mute.” D def are also prolix and uncertain witnesses 
here (see their testimony) so that there was simply some 
note in a common original which was perplexing. As 
some latin, with the syriac, as well as coptic are involved, it 
distinctly strengthens my contention for a second century 
polyglot which is at the root of the trouble. 

xi. 33. φως (pro deyyos) NBCDT'X Sod” al. et 892 W-H [non Sod}. 
Doubtless from viii. 16 where all agree on φως. Why should 
AL unc” make a change from φως to geyyos ? The parallels in 
Matt. v. and Mark iv. supply nothing to this effect. We have 
to go to Matt. xxiv. 29 and Mark xiii. 24, in quite a different 
connection, to find φέγγος. Hence deyyos is much more likely 
here than φως which must be an ‘‘ improvement.” 

xl. 20. attovolv ato σου (pro ἀπαιτουσιν απὸ σοῦ) BLQT' 33d 
(contra D®* et reli latt). Apparently to remove redundancy. 
απαιτουσιν is read by Clem twicet Origen everywhere and 
Orig™, Basil AntiochP™°® #18 and the Latins repetunt, 
reposcunt (also Tert: reposcent, Iren™: expostulabunt) ὁ (and 
Cypr*") expostulatur, as well as e Orig™ auferetur. 

Would it be believed possible that in face of this evidence 
W-H use atovow in their text without marginal alternative ? 
This is criticism gone mad, and against all rules of majority. 
W does not support nor does new W, nor 892, and the only 
help is from the new Paris*®’ = a:tovow τὴν ψυχὴν cov απο 
cov, but of course Paris” belongs largely to special family 
traditions. Soden prints [am |avtovow. 

28. audiafer (pro ἀμφιεννυσὴ ἘΝ (Doric. Cf. D Act xix. 35 
vaokopov pro vewxopov) t, αμφιεζει DLT” only. This is con- 
tradicted by all others including W and Paris®’ (also Matt. 
vi. 30 all) and Epiph™*” and Clem in Luke. 

W-H follow B alone [Soden adds no new support] with 
αμφιαζει (no marginal alternative) and Soden’s text has 
αμφιεζει, although he gives no fresh mss for this. 

31. αὐτου (pro tov θεοῦ) NBD** (against d opposite and D** 


t+ Once τὴν ψυχὴν σου απαιτουσιν aro cov, once libere απαιτουσι cov (-- απο) τὴν 
Ψψυχην; again ravtn τὴ νυκτι τὴν Ψυχὴν σου παραλαμβανουσιν. Observe Const Mac Bas 
Antioch Epiph Clem and Justin in verse 48. 

1 Cf. the so-called ‘‘ Doric” gender of λιμος which B makes feminine at Luke xv. 14. 
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supra αὐτου) LY Paris*’ ac sah boh aeth Ath |om. tov θεου 
892]. 

At first this support looks serious, but it is far outweighed by all the 
other Greeks, Latins, Syriacs, besides Clement and Marcionett 4s? Epiph bis 
(Clem uses in his long quotation 27/31 του θεου, and Clem™ twv ovpavev 
[ = Matt. vi. 33 perhaps with Justin)). 

The point is this. In verse 30 we read: ὑμων de o πατήρ older ott 
χρήζετε τουτων. (31) πλὴν ἕζητειτε τὴν βασίλειαν του θεου... 

Apparently some considered this a kind of anacoluthon, following 
ὁ πατηρ, and thought αὐτοῦ read better in verse 31 than an abrupt 
transition to tov deov. But the weight of evidence is conclusive, and if 
Marcion may not be accepted here as arbiter, who may ? 

Sedulously W-H incorporate αὐτου into their text without any 
marginal alternative, as if they could thus turn the tables on Marcion 
for all time. Soden also has αὐτου in his text, but adduces no additional 
evidence for it. In fact he leaves out sah boh aeth and Ath. 

Tertullian is very definite (Marc. iv. 28 3810): ‘‘Quaerite enim 
inquit regnum det et haec vobis adicientur”’; (Marc. 111. 24 180): “ἘΠ 
Evangelium vestrum quoque habet Quaerite primum regnum dei et 
haec adicientur vobis.” Further (Orat vi. 8) he shows no signs of 
αὐτου when he writes: “‘ Quaerite prius regnum [the Kingdom]: et tune 
vobis etiam haec adicientur.” 

Now turn to Matthew for control. The last from Tert may be 
partly Matthew (vi. 33) or not. There τὴν βασιλείαν του θεου is followed 
by και την δικαιοσυνην αὐτου. In the case of NB gi k m Hus Ps-Ath του 
θεου is here omitted, and B shows that some consideration was being 
exercised about the passage for he inverts the order (alone) writing τὴν 
δικαιοσυνὴν καὶ τὴν βασίλειαν αὐτου (—Tov θεου). [Origen is very free, 
and 236 440 copt supply αὐτου for του θεου as the others indicated in 
Luke. Here again in Matthew the phrase in dispute, verse 33, has to 
follow verse 32 with its o πατὴρ ver. | 

k is very definite in Matt. (wanting of course in Luke) for he writes 
‘quaerite primo regnum et justitiam di.” 

Luke 
xii. 56 fin. ove οἰδατε δοκιμαζειν (pro ov Soxiatere) This is an en- 
largement of the narrative. Instead of: 

UTOKPLTAL TO προσωπον τῆς γῆς και TOV ουρανου (vel του ουρ. 
καὶ τῆς γης) οἰδατε δοκιμαζειν - Tov δὲ καίρον τουτον πως ου 
δοκιμαζετε NBULT Sod’ 88 218 892 Sod*" [non Paris*’| 
wish to exchange the last two words for οὐκ ovate δοκιμαζειν. 
That is to say they make a harmonious although tautological 
antithesis to the first clause. This change is countenanced by 
sah boh aeth and supported by (ff) 1. This forms a very pretty 
group therefore, for ff /,as I have shown elsewhere, certainly 
partake of Egyptian characteristics. The group therefore 


Luke 


XIV. 


10. 


18. 
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NBLT 33 [to which do not add Paris” this time] sah boh aeth 


ff 1 ave involved in an amplification, which Hort religiously 


follows without marginal comment. I claim that this is 
revision, and that the rest of the documents have preserved the 
true text. Nor is this all, for the amplification suggests a 
knowledge on the part of this Egyptian group of the disputed 
parallel passage in Matt. xvi. 2°, 3, for there the expression 
ise 
σημεία των καίρων ov dvvacbe” (al. + δοκιμαζειν, al. +yvovat, 
L ov δοκιμάζετε, S al. ov συνίετε, al. aeth ov ywwoxerte), while 
SBVXI 13* 124* 157 al. syr cu sin sah boh 14/22 arm Orig 
omit the whole thing. Notice that aeth has it in Matthew, 
and eight codices of boh and L**. Now the amplification at the 
end of Luke xii. 56 by NBLT 33 finds an echo in Matt xvi. 3. 
Hence, while excluding from Matthew on critical grounds, 
NBLT 33 no doubt knew the form attributed to Matthew. 
In fact, as far as ff (/) are concerned with non POTESTIS probare 
in Luke, they clearly reproduce the ov δυνασθε Sox. or γνωναι 
of St. Matthew. 


TO MEV προσῶπον τῶν ουρᾶνων YLUWOKETE διακρίνειν Ta δε 


. εἰς φρεαρ tweceetae NABULWIL min pauc Paris” et 892 (lat 


cadet or ceciderit) W-H Sod for εἰς φρεαρ εμπεσευταῖι of the mass. 
This seems to be simply removing redundancy, for why should 
any add εμ- here, if not original? It seems most unlikely. 
D has εμπεσειται and incidet. Sod’ and 213 have εμπεσει. 
ΤΟΤΕ €OTAL TOL δοξα ενωπίιον TAVTWV τῶν συνανακείμεένων σοι. 
This addition of παντων by SABLNX Sod”? min pauc Paris” 
and 892, although supported by aeth copt syr [here syr and 
latin divide squarely], is opposed by the mass of Greeks and 
the Latins (all except 7), and may be due to the original mis- 
reading of ENWMIONTWN read by mistake for παντων. 
Certainly it is not the “‘shorter” text. Or it may be mere 
“improvement.” W-H and Sod adopt παντων. 

Note that syr sin opposes syr cu pesh diatess and OMITS 
with the Latins and the Greeks headed by D. 


. μακαρίος οστις φαγεται aptov ev tn Bac. Tov θεου. Here 


X*BLPRX fam 1 al. pauc W-H Sod txt emphasise οστις for 
os of D and the mass, who are supported by the Latin qui and 
by Clement Bas Epiph (Eus is on both sides). It would seem 
(as against Clement) that the minority are improving. 
Note that N* is against B. 

εξελθων woew (for εξελθειν καὶ dew) by NBDLY W-H Sod only, 
I believe to be an improvement. GR cop syr arm aeth read 
εξελθειν woe. The other fifteen uncials all min goth and Basil 
with latt (omn except d) read εξελθειν καὶ ev. NBL are 
alone, and only strengthened by D. The last (as d agrees) has 
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some weight however. Sod°*’ and Paris*’ come to the assistance 
of this minority group with α πέλθων dew, but W joins the 
mass with εξελθειν καὶ ew. This is the more noteworthy in 
such a place, as DW are often conjoined. 

ot τε hapicaior καὶ ot ypau. Te 15 added by NBL 892 [non 
Paris] only, + D (against d and all others, and against 
Basil). This is again an addition. Why should it ever have 
been dropped if original? W does not have it, nor even that 
faithful adherent Paris*’. Soden follows Hort with +7e, but 
only adduces the same family Mss as in other like cases, two at 
Jerusalem and one at Sinai. Below at xvii. 11 Soden opposes 
the same group. 


21 fin. -Ἐ ποίησον pe ws eva των μισθιων cov Only NBDUX 33 


xvi. 29. 


xvi 1Π 


12. 


604 min’ add with only vg®8? gat, not Old Latin (except d) 
nor syriac nor coptic. This of course comes from verse 19 
where the prodigal son formulated beforehand what he would 
say. When hecomes to the father’s arms however and sees 
the look in his eyes, the second expression dies on his lips. 
Augustine points this out ‘nec addit quod in illa meditatione 
dixerat ‘fac me sicut unum de mercennariis tuis’’’... (See 
quotation at length in Tisch.) Even Hort, hardened slave to 
his combination NB, especially strengthened by D d, felt this, 
for he encloses the sentence in square brackets. Of course it 
should be banished from his text altogether. But the baleful 
influence extends to R.V. marg which says ‘‘some ancient 
authorities add...” 

Paris*’ does not add, nor W, nor Sod°*’, nor 892, and the above 
min” are a mixed lot without special weight, and Tert? 
seems to ignore it. Soden omits although having τε above 
with the smaller group. 

—avto NBL Paris” 892 d (contra D**) syr sin bohduo soli ΑΔ» 
arm Ephr (contra Aphraat) W-H | Sod]. 

All others have it. 

This is evidently intentional and regarded as an improve- 
ment. Again, two boh codd go with NBL against sah D* and 
the rest. 
ev τω πορευεσθαι (—avtov) NBL (Paris) W-H only. Cf. ἃ 
‘cum iter faceret’”’ (against D*" + αὐτον) the other latins dum 
iret and dum vadit, and the other versions. Soden opposes 
NBL here. 
υπηντησαν (—avtw) Llonly ones to drop avtw with one boh™”® 
απηντησαν (—avtw) B [ Paris®’ 892 have υπηντησαν avto | 

Om. υπηντησαν avtw syr cu sin; subleg. cdov. 

Substitute που noav Dde. Substitute etecceabe ffilqs. 

Whatever the true basic text (and W-H merely adopt B, and 


Luke 
ΧΥΙΙ. ol; 
xix, 4: 


δι 


27. 
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Soden follows L) the shortest text is in sy7 cu sin; Dd and the 
latins is the simplest, and if amnvtncav or ὑπηντησαν find a 
place, avtw clearly belongs there as well, as witnessed to by all, 
including Paris*’. W has ἁἀπηντησαν avtw. Soden confuses us 
as to D by quoting D with BL for —avto, for, as he says 
above, D has οπου noav for υὑπηντησαν, and therefore avtw 
falls away of itself. He quotes 157 (his 7") wrongly. 157 
has aut. 

-- τω (ante aypw) ‘And he who is ina field” NBL fam 13 
[non 124] 157 Paris*’ W-H Sod ἐπέ only, but ο΄. boh. I would 
like to enquire of von Soden if ὃ 871 (Sinai 260) does not also 
do this. It is important for us to know whether 6 371 follows 
B in such places, as it is with it alone elsewhere in Luke, 
and its geographical location at Sinai is important. 

+e to (ante εμπροσθεν) Only NBL (157 evs ta) £ 892 [non 
T*, non Paris®’| (e ff) (syr sin) W-H Sod txt not only against the 
rest, but against both coptics. Sah is very simply een, doh 
ETACOOX! ETAH ACKYE NACI. 

The syr is equally simple. 

Not even Paris®’ adds εἰς to here. Soden however adds 
the new witness®°, I think it is rather significant of 
attempted ‘‘improvement”’ that both here and in Luke xiii. 7 
Evan 157 should vary slightly, here adding es ta instead 
of εἰς το, and there adding αφ ns instead of ad ov. 

157 also throws some light on the omission in the next 
verse :— 


. —edev avtov καὶ by NBLT* Sod” fam 1 Paris®’ Laura '°* Sod“? 


copt arm W-H Sod txt. There is absolutely no reason to 
suppose that the great majority should have added this phrase. 
But to NBL it seems to have savoured of pleonasm. ava- 
βλέψας o uncous ειδεν AUTOV και ELTEV προς aUTOD. 

The old exemplar from which 157 is derived seems to have 
had some note on this passage, for 157 changes thus: καὶ 
eyeveTo ev Tw διερχεσθαι Tov wnoovy εἰδεν avTov ᾿ αναβλεψας 
δὲ 0 maous εἰπε προς avtov. These things should all be taken 
into consideration in weighing evidence. 
kat κατασφαξατε +avtovs NBELNR Sod” 7 33 53 157 218 
892 Paris®’ Sod’? Hust 18 19 49 ΣΙ y** 2°" copt syr diatess 
aeth W-H Sod txt. Apparently an imposing array, but 
opposed by all the rest, by all Latins and by Hus (otherwise 
so sympathetic to NB). 

Chrys twice also adds αὐτοὺς but suppresses εμπροσθεν μου 
afterwards so that his testimony is “free’’ and useless for 
comparison. 

Here is another square division between syrr and latt, and 
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Luke 
if there be a “‘neutral” text it is D with majority Greeks 


and latin which preserves it. 

x1x. 380. και (ante λυσαντε)ὶ BDL 157 892 d aeth boh 6/20 [contra 
N rell, lat goth syrr sah boh 14/20 Orig Eulog|. Here is another 
addition to fill out the sense. Soden has no new witness. 

Of minuscules only 8 and 74** support 157 [not Paris*’| 
while D is contradicted by W and Sod”. Observe that the 
Latins syr and copt say “‘ loose him and bring him,” supplying 
the «at later, also to fill out λυσαντες avTov ayayeTe. 

W-H follow BDL without marginal comment and so does 
Soden. Why should καὶ have dropped out of all the others ? 
Orig and Eulog are with the majority against BDL. There- 
fore W-H are entirely unscientific here. There is nothing 
scientific about it because at : 

38. W-H and Soden follow the conjunction NBL_ Paris*’ Orig 
against all else for the order ev ovpavw εἰρηνη (against epnvyn 
ev ovpavw). Both coptics are against the change: therefore if 
derived from a common original with NBL they distinctly 
part company here, sah saying “‘ The peace in the Heaven,” 
and boh ‘‘a peace in (the) Heaven.” 

The arrangement here of NBL Orig = ev ovpavw εἰρηνή 
καὶ δοξα ev ὑψίστοις is perhaps intended as the antithesis of 
Luke 11]. 14 δοξα ev ὑψίστοις θεω καὶ ἐπι yns etpynvyn... The 
order of NBL Orig we may be sure would not have been 
changed by all others. Here again is one of Canon Cook’s 
‘niceties’ of Origen. Another ‘‘ nicety’”’ occurs at :— 

40. κραξουσιν (pro κεκραξονται) by the same group NBL Sod** 
and Orig*: 188 ed. (against* 188 cod 4. 182 3. i [non Paris*"] 

Tisch says nec κραξουσιν nec κεκραξονται alibi in N.T. sed 
in LXX ut frequentissimum est κεκραξονται, tta nusquam 
κραξουσι legitur. (Soden follows Hort, although his °*” 
(descendant of B) at Mount Sinai is the only new witness. 
His °° seemingly abstains and does not even read xpafovtar 
with D*. ) 

42. ev eyvws (-- καὶ ou καὶ γε) εν TH ἡμερα (-- σου) ταυτὴ και TV 
NBL aeth (Orig) (Cyr). So much authority exists for καὶ ov 
earlier (including Iren Orig 1/3), while Hus writes καὶ ye ov, 
and Orig himself ὁ: 531 εἰ eyywxas ov, and Hus in another place 
εἰ eyvws καὶ συ, that NBL appear merely to be editing here~ 
once more followed by W-H Sod tat. Sod’ 892 have καὶ ov 
(— και γε). 

xx. 14. προς αλληλους (pro προς eavtovs) NBDULR min? Paris®’ 892 
LauraA! sah boh. As eavtovs 15 used in Matt. and in Mark, 
it might be thought that the other Greeks had here substituted 
eavtous for αλληλους. ButI think not. In the first place all 
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the Latins oppose [and these things must be taken into 
consideration, seeing the friendliness of the Latin elsewhere 
to B]; in the second place the expression in sah boh in 
Matthew is not the same as in Luke. (In Mark it is in sah.) 
But the probability in Luke is coptic reflex influence here on 
NBDLR. Further, if we want the ‘‘ shorter”’ ‘‘ neutral’’ text, 
we must eliminate both προς eavtous and προς ἀλλήλους, for syr 
cu sin aeth omit altogether! W-H and Sod follow NBDUR. 


2. εξεστιν ἡμᾶς καισαρι (pro εἕεστιν ἡμίν καισαρ) NABL fam 


13 [non 124] 33 157 218 254 Sod'?°° against all others 
including W and Paris” (om. nuw N 892 boh'). This is avery 
important place for our contention of ‘‘improvement.’’ Observe 
first that 7 “as opposes all the Latins “ Licet nobis.” Secondly, 
observe that it agrees more with sah and boh αὶ (most boh 
omit) and therefore might be classed as ‘‘ Egyptian,” especially 
as A joins the small group for ἡμᾶς (for I think A was written 
by ἃ copt). But of course we must go deeper than this and 
enquire into the grammatical usage following εἕεστι. In the 
note to Winer (p. 402 note 4, English edition) Buttmann is 
quoted thus: “‘A. Buttmann remarks that πρέπει (πρεπον εστι) 
has four constructions in the N.T. (1) with dative and 
infinitive Mt. 11.15.f (2) with dative followed by accusative 
and infinitive Heb. 1.10. (8) with accusative and infinitive 
1 Cor. x1. 18. (4) it is also used personally Heb. vil. 26. "Efeotu, 
which usually has the first of these constructions [t.e. dative] 
is occasionally followed by the accusative and infinitive, viz. 
Luke vi. 4, xx. 22,1 Mark 11. 26” [the first and second passages 
are correct, but os by D in Luke vi. 4; the second is the one 
we are dealing with here]. ‘‘ With δεῖ we find the accusative 
and infinitive or the infinitive alone; χρή occurs once only 
(Jas. 11. 10) with accusative and infinitive.” See also 
Thackeray’s ‘ Blass’ p. 241. 


Confining ourselves to the question of εξεστι we find: 


Matt. 
πῆς Ὁ. 


3. οὐκ εξεστιν λαβειν Tov ἀαρτον των τεκνων 
. εἰ εἕεστιν ἀπολυσαι τὴν γυναίκα αὐτου 


.. ποίουσιν ὁ οὐκ εἕεστιν ποίειν εν σαββατω : 
without a par- 


ticular relation 


. ἔξεστιν Sovvat κηνσον ἵΚαισαρι ἡ ov 
). οὐκ εξεστιν βαλειν αυτα εἰς τον κορβαναν 


. «. ous οὐκ εἕεστιν φαγεῖν εἰ μὴ Tous cepers also Luke vi. 4 (ors D) 
. ἐξεστιν κηνσον Καίσαρι δουναι ἡ ov 


+ But see N alone there ημας. 
t Assumed from the text of NABL. 
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Vill. 37. εἰ πίστευεις εἕ ολης της καρδιας εξεστιν. Tantum) 


dative, but foreign to 
the particular case 
under discussion 


xii. 10. εἰ eeotw τοις caBBacw θεραπευσαι 
12. wote εἕεστιν τοις caBBacw Kadws ποιειν 


11. 24. we τι ποιουσιν τοις caBBacw ο οὐκ εξεστιν 
. ἕξεστιν τοις σαββασιν ἀγαθον ποιησαι... 


. εἰ εἐξεστιν Tw σαββατω αγαθοποιησαι ἡ κακοποιησαι 


4 

vi. 2. τι ποίειτε 0 οὐκ εἕεστι ποιειν τοις σαββασι 
9 
9. εξεστιν τω σαββατω θεραπευσαι ἡ ov 


4, ο οὐκ εξεστιν (Ὁ rell εξον) nv autw φαγειν all Mss 
xiv. 4. οὐκ εξεστιν σοι εχειν αὐτὴν all Mss 
5. ἡ οὐκ εἕεστιν μοι ο θέλω ποίησαι εν τοῖς εμοις all MSS 


vi. 18. ote οὐκ εξεστιν σοι exew τὴν γυναίκα Tov ἀδελῴου σον all and 
Orig, except D* ce and a 
x. 2. evefeotw ανδρι γυναικα aroAvoa all Mss (the two accusatives 


following one another would be abhorrent) 
John 


v. 10. και ove εξἕεστιν σοι apat Tov κράβαττον all Mss 


xvill. 31. ημιν οὐκ εἕεστιν ἀποκτειναι ovdeva all MSS 
Acts 
Xvl. 21. ἃ ove εἕεστιν nutv παραδεχεσθαν (only D nuas against d nobis) 


xxl. 37. ev εἕεστιν μοι εἰπεῖν τί προς ce all MSS 
xxl. 25. εἰ avOpwrov Ῥωμαιον και ακατακριτον εἕεστιν υμιν μαστιζειν 
all Mss 


v1. 12. mavta μοι εἕεστιν all Mss (and Clem libere vuw or nuw) 

x. 23. mavta μοι εἕεστιν arr ov TavTa συμῴφερει * TavTa μοι εἕεστιν 
αλλ ov παντα οἰκοδομει. Some MSS omit μοι first or both, 

but none seem to have pe. 
: ee 4. ἃ οὐκ e€ov ανθρωπω λαλησαν all Mss and Clem Ath Naas 

Basilid Orig pluries but Orig semel εἕον ἀανθρωπον. 
Now the above is clear and unambiguous. Eliminating the fifteen 
cases mentioned first, which do not bear on the point, there follow thirteen 
or (counting 1 Cor. x. 23 twice) fourteen instances of the dative case and not 
the accusative. In Acts xvi. 21 only does D give an accusative, which B 
and the rest contradict. It is a very pretty exhibition, and we do not need 
the Grammarians’ assistance after all. It is established beyond per- 
adventure that the N.T. usage of all mss and all recensions is for the 
dative and infinitive with e€eorw, and when NABL invite us to read nuas 
in Luke xx. 22 we refuse. When Hort tells us it is the “ true text” 
(without marginal alternative) we say that he has once more mistaken an 
idiosyncrasy of a small group for the truth. The same applies to Soden, 
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who follows Hort with ἡμᾶς. A very lovely key is offered us in 2 Cor. xil. 4 
as to the secret. Behold once more Origen at the bottom of it with his 
‘niceties’?! Here is the verse: 

OTL ἡρπαγὴ εἰς TOV TAapAacEeLooY καὶ NKOVTEVY APPNTA ρηματᾶ ἃ οὐκ εξον 
ανθρωπῶω λαλησαι. f 

In Tischendorf’s note (on verse 8) he says: “‘efov (eEwv LP 17) 
avOpwTw et Naass®?? 1? Basilid™?? 241 Clem®? Orig! 1° 28 63 ac‘re Ath** 
Ces a... Orig* 1° e€ov ανθρωπον. Item L 47 bX 14 εξ, ανθρωπων. 
Cf. Naass'” : εὐπὼν ἡρπασθαι ὑπὸ ayyedou καὶ yeyoveval ews δευτερου και 
τρίτου ουρανου εἰς TOV παράδεισον QUTOV και EWPAKEVAL a EWPAKE καὶ AKNKOEVAL 
pnuata appnta a οὐκ e€ov ανθρωπω emew. Item Basilid™: nxovca appnr. 
pneu. a οὐκ efov ανθρωπω evrew.” 

Origen then, observe, alone makes use of the dative pluries and 
once of the accusative. Hinc illae lacrymae. It was Origen’s text or 
preference in Luke xx. 22 which influenced NABL (perhaps with coptic, 
see note on next verse), although it is not the true text. And here are 
Basilides (A.D. 117-138) and Naasseni (also before A.D. 200) contra- 
dicting Origen’s show of grammatical niceties, and proving that St. Paul 
used the dative in 2 Cor. xii. 4.as did St. Matthew and St. Mark and 
St. Luke and St. John. Need more be said? Soden follows Hort and 
NABL for nuas and perpetuates the error. 

Cf. Matt. xxii. 17 e€eotw Sovvar κηνσον καίσαρι ἡ ov with Adalbert 
Merx’s remarks (vol 1, p. 800 seq) as to the versions, and compare pers. 
Luke 

xx. 23. --τί we πειραζετε NBLI fam 1 116157 892 Paris” these only 
and e sah boh against all the rest and aeth, all the syriacs, 
and all the Latins (except e) and Basil. [Tisch quotes arm 

: on both sides. | 

The clause is present in the parallels Matt. xxii. 18 (all), Mark xu. 15 
(all), and we are invited to follow NBL copt in Luke for omission because 
it must have been incorporated into the Lucan text from Matt. or Mark. 
Hort is certain of it, for he has nothing in his margin. Sowter is satisfied 
about it because his text omits and he has not inserted any footnote. 
Soden follows suit, but adds only 630(= 3) as a new witness. In other 
words, NBL and coptic are to outweigh everything else and carry down with 
them the testimony of sy cw sin (both extant and both for the clause in 
question). Now the argument for this omission is clearly very good, and 
nothing we could say would move these ‘ self-constituted arbiters of the 
true text ’’ if we could not show the fallibility elsewhere of their favourite 
witnesses. But we have shown this in these pages again and again, and, 
with D seventeen uncialsand Basil, witha bedffighlqrrz dim p vgg 
codd omn (against e) with aeth (against sah boh) and with syr cw sin sch 
pesh we claim these words as Lucan, and say that they should be restored 
in the next revision. NBL have just been shown in the previous verse 
and verses to be so “untrue to type’’ in many places that we lose all 
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confidence in them when only supported by the coptic, and we cannot 

admit them as final arbiters here. It would be absurd. If they are not 

the purveyors of a “neutral” and ‘‘ pre-syrian ᾿᾿ text elsewhere, why here 
against such heavy battalions of evidence ? 

[Nore.—In sah and boh the clause “‘ why tempt ye me” in Matt. and 
Mark is introduced by xe. The beginning of Luke xx. 24 ‘‘ Show me 
a denarius’’ is also introduced by xe. The coptic may have skipped 
the question owing to the double occurrence of xe. I claim elsewhere 
coptic action ow NBL. It may be so here. | 

Soden’s eclectic position throughout the above passages is note- 
worthy. ; 

Luke xx. 25. Once more coptic (bok) comes in alone with NBL fam 18 
[non 124]t 892 Paris’? Sod"? (arm) W-H Sod for the order 
τοινυν αποδοτε, instead of amodote τοινυν of all the rest 
supported by Basil" *  } with azodote ουν as I’ min’. 

Sah (some Mss) are against it, and two Mss omit τοινυν with 
D Sod’”@ ade ffil gq » syr cu sin and aeth diatess. 

Hence here once more we have bohairic influence on NBL, 
because sah 2/7 omit outright with D and a strong Latin 
combination backed by sy cw sin, and for basic probability (in 
view of the change of order, which always points to something 
of the kind, especially when boh opposes, as here, sah 5/7) 
I would be inclined to accept the omission of τοίνυν. 

[τοινυν is nowhere else used in Luke and does not occur 
in the other Gospels. It occurs only thrice elsewhere, 
1 Cor. 1x. 26, Heb. xiii. 18, Jas. 1. 24. In the last-named 
place NABCP al. lat syr cop arm aeth omit. | 

26. The next is hardly ‘“‘improvement,” but probably an error. I 
let it follow here as it shows NBL still conjoined (with only 433 
892 W-H Sod). They read: καὶ οὐκ ἰισχυσαν επίλαβεσθαι Tov 
ρήματος instead of καὶ οὐκ wrx. ἐεπίλαβεσθαι αὐτου pnuatos. Of 
course AY may have fallen out in ENIAABECOAIAYTOYPHMATOC. 
Paris*’ shows signs of correcting this by writing tov ρήματος 
αὐτου with Sod. The Latins are plain for ews, as also syr 
vet. Coptic expresses αὐτὸν and then ‘“‘with a word” (sah), 
“in a word” (boh), syr pesh “‘ ex eo verbum.”’ 

27. λεγοντες (pro αντίλεγοντε) NBCDLN min aliq Paris” et 892 
Laura 14 Sod** 118 W-H [non 604] de goth copt syr (cf. V infra). 

This is both to remove a double negative and conform to Matt. 
(Aeyovtes), and Mark (octuves λεγουσιν) as actually VY Sod*™ in Luke. 


t In Ferrar’s edition there is an error in the tewt. 
t In the previous verse xx. 24 Basil"? and Basil* took each one side of the question 
about the omission of αἀποκριθεντες, which reading I do not discuss. 
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The clause is οἱαντι AeyovTes avactacw μὴ εἰναι Which API'AATI wnc® 
al. plur a arm let stand. ais perhaps the most important witness of all for 
the “‘received”’ text, giving ‘qui contradicunt resurrectionem non esse”’ 
(most Latins have ‘‘ qui negant esse resurr.; d e qui dicunt res. non esse). 
The extraordinary thing is how to account for avte Ney. having crept in to 
fourteen or fifteen uncials (W has this reading also, so it is just as ‘‘ old” 
as the other) and into the graeco-latin a, which the reviser of that Ms 
(and it has distinctly had a censor on it) allowed to stand. I fear the 
onus is on the minority to prove that λέγοντες is not an endeavour at 
correction. 

See Winer (English edition, p. 755) citing “1 Jo. i. 22 
0 apvoupmevos ott ἴησους οὐκ εστιν ὁ χριστος " [where our authorities 
make no change as here] ‘‘ Luke xx. 27 avtureyortes avactaciw μὴ εἰναι 
(Xen. Cyr 2 2 20, An 2 5 29, Isocr. Trapez 360, Demosth: Phorm 585, 
Thuc 1 77)” [from which it appears that there is plenty of authority for 
this] ‘‘ Hebr. xu. 19 ov axovoavtes παρητήσαντο μὴ προστεθηναι avTows 
λογον (Thuc. 5 63), Gal. v. 7 τις vas ενεκοψεν Tn αληθεια μὴ πειθεσθαι 
(Eurip. Hec 860).”’ ‘‘ Compare further Luke iv. 42, Acts xx. 27, 1 Pet. 11. 10 
(Thuc. 5 25 7 58, Plato Phaed 117 c, Demosth. Phaenipp 654 b) and see 
Vig., p. 459, 811, Matt. 534, Rem. 5' (Jelf 749, Don, p. 591). We have 
similar examples in German, in colloquial language, and in Greek also 
the usage may be explained as arising out of the circumstantiality which 
belongs to the language of conversation. The negation which the verbs 
contain became less sensible, and hence it was expressly revived in the 
dependent sentence (compare Madvig 211). Modern grammarians, indeed, 
are disposed to allow that this construction is an example of pleonasm 
(note, quoting Hermann “non otiosam esse negationem...”’) ; logically 
however one of the negations is undeniably superfluous.” So Winer. 
Blass is not quite so full, but (p. 255, English edition) he says: ‘‘ We may 
particularly note the use of μη according to classical precedent (Kitihner 
761 f.) in certain instances after verbs containing a negative idea (a 
pleonastic use according to our way of thinking). Luke xx. 27 
ot αντίλεγοντες (AP al.; NBCDL read λέγοντες as in Matt. and Mark) 
avactacw μὴ εἰναι (avtireyew here only takes an inf.), xx. 34 ews τρίς 
απαρνησὴ μὴ εἰδεναι με (με απ. εἰδ. NBLIT ; ἀπαρν. not elsewhere with an 
inf.). Cp. 1 Jo. il. 22 ο ἀρνουμενος ott Ἰησους οὐκ εστιν o Χριστος (as 
Demosth. 9 54 apy. ws οὐκ εἰσι τοιουτοι) Hebr. xii. 19 παρητησαντο pe 
(om. N*P) προστεθηναι, Gal. v. 7 τις υμας ενεκοψεν αληθεια μη πειθεσθαι; 
(εγκοπτεσθαι takes του ἐλθειν in R. χν. 22, cp. Kiihner 768c). But ἴῃ Hebr. 
xi. 24 we have ηρνησατο (“scorned”) λεγεσθαι; and κωλύειν is regularly 
used without a subsequent μή, a construction which is also admissible in 
classical Greek, Kithner 767 f. ; see however §71, 2 and 3.” 

We cannot complain that the grammarians are not full enough this 
time! Blass proceeds (p. 256, §6): “The classical combination of 
negatives οὐ (μη). . «οὐδείς (μηδείς) and the like, to intensify the negation, 
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is not excessively frequent; the instances are Mark xv. 4 οὐκ amoxpwn 
ovdev, 5 ουκετι ovdev ἀπεκριθη, Luke x. 19 ovdev...ov wn (not in D), xxii, 
53 ove nv ουδεπω ovders, Acts vill. 89 ovx...ouxett, Mark xi. 14 μηκετι... 
μῆδεις etc. (ουδεποτε μοι ovders Herm. Mand 11. 3); on the other hand we 
find (contrary to the classical rule, Kiihner 758, but cp. 760, 4) ovy ἀρπασει 
τις JO. X. 28, ov... umo TLvos 1 Cor. vi. 12, ovde τον πατερα τις επιγινω- 
oxes Matt. xi. 27, xii. 19, ovte. . . τις Acts xxviii. 21, ov δυνησὴ ete otxovo- 
pecv Luke xvi. 2, ov... wote 2 Pet. i. 21.” 

I have cited Winer and Blass thus fully that there may be no mis- 
understanding on the subject. A revision by the fifteen uncials involved 
in writing avtiAeyovtes, with the Latin Ms a, presupposes an endeavour to 
carry out a classical improvement, while the Aeyovtes of NBCDL ὦ ὁ copt 
syr and goth would be an endeavour to remove a classical improvement or 
rather that they have the unclassical but ‘‘ pure milk of the word.” 

Far more likely would it be (from what we have already seen of their 
methods) for SB to endeavour to improve here. And the decadence of 
the language is showing itself already, or to put it in another way, 
the Egyptian school in Alexandria already by 200 or 300 a.D. considered 
the usual classical redundancy as a pleonasm to be removed, especially 
when a parallel could be consulted where it was not found.f 

In other words, since αντύλεγοντες is absent from Matt. and Mark, 
and itis universally acknowledged that St. Luke had the higher education, 
is it likely, I ask, that ‘‘ Antioch” introduced ἀντέλεγοντες, or not rather 
that it is original, and that SNBCDL ὦ ὁ are the ones guilty of removing 
αντι ὁ 1 plead for its restoration. 

To my surprise Soden prints ἀντιλέγοντες against NBCDLN Soa 
Upon what principles is his text then constructed? For just above he 
has willingly followed the weaker combination NBL (xx. 22, 23, 25, 26). 

I have referred elsewhere to considerable sympathy between B® and 
a latin. Here at any rate I believe that a preserves the older text. [In 
the very next verse B a come together again. See under ‘ Historic 
present.”’ | 

Note in this connection Luke xxu. 384 where NBLQTX (a regular 
congery of sympathisers) refuse the strong Greek negative Iletpe ov wn 
φωνησει σημερον arextwp...and write merely ov φωνησει. Thus also Sod™. 


050 


Luke 


xxl. 12. +7as (ante svvaywyas) only NBD 157 d°* W-H sah and one 
boh Ms. Cf. Matt x.17. In Mark xii. 9 τας is absent. It is 
very unlikely that tas should have been dropped here by all 
the others. Even Paris*’ does not have it. Soden adds no 
new witnesses and excludes from his text. 


{ Since writing the above I have noticed in Luke x. 19 that δὲ, with D Orig 1/2 alone 
removes ov pn from the sentence kai ovdev nuas ov μὴ αδικησει (vel adixknon). This offers a 
further commentary on the gradual disuse of the pleonastic negative. 


Luke 


abid. 


Rx. FAs 


χα UA: 
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απαγομενους (pro ayouevovs) NBLD*Y Sod’ fam 1 157 
Paris®*’? e only seem to have preserved the “true” (and 
‘longer’’) text here, for W-H and Sod (without new evidence) 
print avayouevous, although the Latins and even boh sah show 
plainly they read ayouevovs in their Greek ! 

I may be considered to be wasting time and space taking up 
such a small point. But the whole thing hangs together. 

Even the preference at: 
θετε (pro Gece) by NAB*DLMRWXIIW 33 p** Sod? W-H 
Sod tat, against Orig Cyr and the mass, is quite deliberate. 

(In xxi. 15 Orig and Cyr are opposed as to the order αντίστηναί 

n αντείπειν OY αντείπειν ἡ ἀντίστηναι, While D* Sod*" ac ff il 
qv syr Cypr’® are content with avtiotnvar (resistere) and ὦ: 
contradicere ; 6 coresistere aut contradicere). 
—Swdexa This is an important place. The omission is 
supported by 8*BD 157 [but not by Paris’ nor W nor the 
rest] plusa ὃ ὁ de ffil r syr cw sin sah 5/6 and of course 
adopted by W-H, without marginal alternative, nor a word in 
‘Select Readings.’ Soden also omits but adds no new witnesses. 
The above looks like a strong combination, but it is not, 
because ‘‘ there is a reason” for it lurking beneath the surface. 
It is opposed by Marcion, eighteen uncials, and δὲν al. min 
fa 6 » dim gat vg syr > boh arm aeth, while N“LX 
Evst 6 Sod" sah 1/6 suppress ἁποστολοι in favour of dwédexa 
(as Mark xiv. 17). 

The conjunction of so many Latins shows how early the 
change was made, but it occurred BETWEEN Marcion’s time 
and that of B. 

In St. Luke’s account of the last supper there is no mention 
made of Judas (except for the inference in verse 21)! We 
pass from verse 14, where it is simply recorded that the twelve 
apostles sat down with our Lord, to verse 15 “‘ with desire 
have I desired to eat this passover with you,’ to the celebra- 
tion itself 17/20. Verse 24 begins a new section about who 
should be the greatest, which seems a very rapid transition 
from verse 23. Verse 31 contains an apostrophe to Peter, 
followed by his confession of trust in himself. 35/37 are 
occupied with the closing scene of the supper, and suddenly at 
verse 38 they produce two swords, and verse 39 records the exit 
towards the Mount of Olives, after which Judas meets them. 

The censors of the text then must have overlooked the brief 
reference in Luke xxii. 21 “πλὴν ἰδου ἡ χεὶρ του παραδιδοντος 
με μετ εἐμου επιὶ τῆς τραπεζης, and have missed the fuller 
accounts of St. Matthew xxvi. 21/25, Jo. xiii. 21/26 where 
Judas is mentioned, and Jo. xiii. 27/30 where Judas’ exit is 
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mentioned, and have supposed Judas’ absence in St. Luke’s 
account ? 

In Matthew peta των δωδεκα μαθητων is the text of δὲ etc., 
while BD and some merely omit μαθητων. Only in Luke is 
dwdexa ormnitted by the Mss mentioned above. 

Ἕαπο tov vey NBKLM(W)II 892 Paris’ Laurat!! min 
aliq (απαρτι 225 ut Matt) e sah boh syr hier aeth (DG 1 al. 
syr cu sin arm) W-H Sod tat. 

But itis omitted by ACXTAA τοιοῦ Sod’ latt syr pesh. Tisch 
remarks that “απο tov νυν Lucae non proprium est, cf. 1. 48, 5. 
10, 12 52, 22 69, Act.18 6. Praeterea non legitur nisi 2 Cor. 5 16. 
Cf. et Matt. 26, 29 ubi est avraptu, et Marc 14, 25 ubi est ovxertu.”’ 
At any rate, here we have the ‘‘longer” text once more 
witnessed to by NB ete. 


. περι awavtwy δε πυρ (pro ἁἀψαντων de mvp) Only NBLTT' 


Paris®*’ Hus d (incendentibus) (7 6). This seems rather forced 
(Phalar. Ep. v.) and occurs nowhere else in N.T. It suggests 
even an acquaintance with the Latin circwmsedentibus for 
συνκαθισαντων following of bc def ffilq «vg [consed. only 
a (r)| περικαθισαντων only DG fam 1, while περὶ to light the 
fire ‘‘all round ”’ is suggested by πυρ ev μεσω τῆς avAns. 

In St. John (xvii. 18) it merely says: καὶ ot vmnpetar 
ανθρακιαν πεποίηκοτες, but being ev μέσω της avans it would 
imply the thought of περιαψαντες if they were to make a good 
fire. I suggest that περι is an “improvement,” but Soden 
follows W-H without adducing new witnesses. 

In Mark xiv. 54 the fire is already made. 


55 fin. Similarly, same verse, weoos αὐτῶν for ev μέσω αὐτων by 


Xx. Ld. 


BLTT' fam 1 892 W-H, Sod (without new witnesses), only 
savours of a deliberate change. Why does δὲ not have it? 
Nor Paris*’? And why does fam 1 have it? [non 131]. We 
have just seen that they ran to περι καθισαντων above, 
exceptionally and with DG only. 

μεσος is against boh (Hen Tovsensp) while sah is 
NTevaente. [05 substitutes wet avtwyv θερμαινομενος, as d 
caleficiens se (cf. Jo. xvi. 18, Mark xiv. 54). 
—avtov (post mepiBarov) NBUTT' 52 291 5 892 Sod" et 
tat Paris” Hvst 150 a and (vg) W-H. 


These would read : 


περιβαλων εσθητα λαμπραν ἀνεπεμψεν aVTOV τω πείλατω AS 
if the first αὐτον were unnecessary and pleonastic. Once 
more @ comes to join B* here, but all the rest oppose. And 
there seems much more reason for a purist to remove the 
avtov than for all our other authorities to have inserted it! 
W has it with the rest. 
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ee 20. If we were dealing with a true “neutral” and ‘“shorter”’ 
text, we should not oscillate as we do between omission and 
addition. Here is an addition. I have not put the places 
in juxtaposition purposely.. They happen to fall in a regular 
sequence here as I pass through the chapter. 
ibid. +avtois (post προσεφωνησεν)ὺ NBLTT' 13-124-346 Laura“ 10: 
157 892 Sod" et Sod a sah boh syr W-H; προς avtous 69, 
autous D Paris” (ὦ advocauit eos ; Paris®’ εφωνησεν avtous) tt. 
What ?—I shall be told—do you question such a strong combination 
as this: NBLT coptic syriac latin in conjunction? Well, considering 
that APXTAAII unc® strengthened by WW Sod” = nineteen uncials, all 
minuscules but four, and arm pers omit (pers: Sed de Jesu iterum 
Pilatus sermonem fecit, —avtows), I think it is a pretty good place to 
pause and consider our critical principles. If the same evidence of 
NBLT etc. called for omission I should not perhaps hesitate, but as it is 
an addition to fill out the sense, I may well hesitate, in view of the bad 
record of NBLT in combination as so often shown in these pages. 
Here is the sentence : 
“παλιν ουν (vel δε) οπίλατος προσεφωνησε θέλων ἀπολυσαι Tov Inaovv.’ 
The antithesis to προσεφωνησε (Showing Paris*’ up in a very poor 
attempt at improvement with εφωνησε avtous) is at once given in verse 21: 
“ou δὲ ἐπεφωνουν (well rendered by a: proclamabant against sub- 
clamabant of others) λέγοντες σταυρου σταύυρου (Or σταυρωσον σταυρωσον) 


? 


” 
QuTOV. 


Thus Pilate shouted at them, not To them, and they shouted back at 
Pilate. For observe that there is no avtw or προς avtov either before or 
after λέγοντες In any Greek, Latin or Syriac authority [in fact D ὦ 
emphasise the proceeding, using expafav but leaving out ΄λεγοντες 
altogether with syr sim], and sah onty [not boh] adds epog after 
ATHKIGKAK EKOA, translated by Horner “ cried out αὖ him,” supplying 
at, and entirely bearing out what Iam saying. Thus the proceedings did 
not call for αὐτοῖς in verse 20 after προσεφωνησε at all, and I rather think 
that all the authorities cited who add have been over-zealous, and that 
our ‘‘junior’’ seventeen uncials + W + hundreds and hundreds of 
cursives are the real purveyors of the “‘shorter” and “true” text. Let 
the critics answer this. I shall be glad of more light on the question. 

In conclusion, so as to cover the subject thoroughly, examine the 
three other passages in St. Luke where the word occurs : 
ei. vi. 13. καὶ οτε eyeveTo nuepa προσεφωνησεν Tous μαθητας αὐτου ‘‘ And 

at daybreak he roused his disciples (by calling).”’ 
vil. 32 (= Matt. xi. 16). ὁμοιοῖ εἰσιν παίδιοις τοις εν ayopa καθημενοις Kat 
προσφωνουσιν αλληλοις, λέγοντες ‘ calling out at one another ”’ 
(6 et adclamant ad invicem dicentes; a qui clamant ad 
alterutrum dicentes). 
U 


200 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


Luke 
ΧΙ. 119} ιδων δε αὐτὴν O Ιησους προσεφωνησεν και εἰπὲν αὐτὴ ᾿ γυναι. ..- 


not προσεφωνησεν αὐτὴν καὶ but προσεφωνησεν Kat εἰπεν αὐτὴ all 
authorities. 
Then in Acts: 

xxl. 40. Επιστρεψαντος δὲ αὐτου o Ἰΐαυλος εστως ems Tov αναβαθμων 
κατεσεῖσε τὴ χειρί τωλαω. πολλῆς δε σίγης γενομενης προσεφω- 
vnoe τὴ EBpaids διαλεκτω λεγων * Avdpes ἀαδελφοι... 

Could anything be more Lucan or more instructive? Paul 
calls out in the Hebrew dialect to the crowd generally. In all 
the N.T. there is only one more occasion where the word is 
used. This follows close here at Act xxii. 2: 

Axovoavtes δὲ ott Tn βραιδι διαλεκτω προσεφωνει avTols... 

D here omits αὐτοῖς but the others have it. 

The αὐτοῖς here however stands in a different position to that 
in Luke xxiii. 20, for it is the answer and recognition that the 
shouted tones of the “apology” of St. Paul to the crowd had 
been addressed to or at them, and at no others but the Jews 
forming the crowd in Jerusalem. 

Luke 

XXili. 23. καὶ κατίσχυον at φωναι αὐτῶν (-- καὶ Tov apxiepeov) NBL1' 
130 it” [non ὁ f d δ] sah boh followed by W-H and Soden, 
although the latter has no new witnesses, and ignores Merx 
ad loc. (p. 490) ‘‘Die Streichung diirfte alexandrinische 
Redaktion sein.” 

This should perhaps be classed under the head of ‘‘ Latin and 
Coptic,” but it really seems to be an attempt at improvement. 

In verse 13 the record says: πίλατος δὲ συνκαλεσαμενος TOUS 
αρχίερεις και τους ἄρχοντας Kat τον λαον, and the scene is carried on 
uninterruptedly over the intervening verses to verse 23 without specifying 
any particular part of the crowd which was doing the talking and 
shouting. Hence perhaps NBL etc. thought it was invidious to single 
out the chief priests as those who raised their voices above the crowd at 
the last. At any rate 892 and Paris” refuse to give us the text of NBL. 
Those cursive MSS with c f d 6 and the rest of the Greeks, with the 
syriacs, support the ordinary text. (Consult Tischendorf’s note ad loc.) 
Observe that T ceases at xxii. 20. That is why T is absent here 
(replaced by 1}. 

Luke 

Xxilil. 49. παντες οὐ γνωστοι avTw (pro π. οἱ γν. αὐτου) Only ABLPT' 
99 64 Paris” Sod*"4 W-H. The group does not look trustworthy, 
for it is unusual. All others oppose, including NW and latins, 
and fam 1 fam 13 do not sympathise with this change although 
making many similar efforts. Nor does Soden adopt avtw in 
his text although he produces a little new support for it in 
his notes. 


xii. 38. 
KX Vili 22: 


xa 117: 
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(The coptics turn the phrase and the syriacs substitute 
Jesus.) It would appear as if the dative were more in con- 
formity with classical usage, and as if this handful of witnesses 
were ‘‘improving” the record. For on the other hand there 
would be no good reason for changing avtw to αὐτου. The 
Latins preserve no trace of αὐτω. 

But cf. John xvii. 15 exewos ἣν γνωστος τω ἀρχίερει followed 
by 16 0 adXos ογνωστος Tw apxieper. In the latter case BC*L(X) 
substitute tov apxvepews. But Luke and John evidently do 
not hang on the same recension in B. When we reach Acts 
we find the dative : 


19. 0 και γνωστον eyEvEeTO πᾶσι τοις κατοικουσιν LANL 


. Τουτουμιν γνῶστον EDOTW 
. YYV@OTOV ἔστω πασινυμιν 


(Peter is speaking on all three occasions). 
γνωστον OVY EFTW υμιν 
περι MEV YAP TNS ALPETEWS TAVTNS γνωστον ἡμῖν ETTW 


+ YY@OTOV OVY εἐστω VULLV 


(Paul speaking). 
τουτο δε eyeveTo γνωστον πασιν lovdatois τε και EXXAnow 
(Writer of Acts recording). 


To these can only be added : 


Acts 


i, 49. 
XMS. 


Luke 
xxill. 49. 


obid. 


γνωστον δε eyeveto καθ᾽ ολὴς της lots 
γνωστα an αἰῶνος, Or YYWOTOV AT αἰῶνος TW KUPLWM.. « 
AD Iren™ ete. 
The fact remains that if avr» be correct in Luke xxiii. 49, 
we must accuse every other document but six of unnecessarily 
changing the dative to the genitive against Lucan usage in 
Acts. 


Immediately following the word avtw the Mss NBDL Paris*” 
add απο before μακροθεν against the great mass. D is perhaps 
influenced by d and Jat. But W does not do it, nor A (which 
has avtw), nor V, nor C, nor R, nor X, nor thirteen other uncials, 
nor Sod°®”®. It looks like accommodation to other passages and 
is the ‘‘longer”’ text. When we really analyse these things 
it becomes evident that the ‘‘junior” documents are not so 
much given to addition as some people suppose. Cf. parallels 
Matt. xxvul. 55, Mark xv. 40, where απὸ μακροθεν is used. 
This should perhaps come under ‘purely harmonistic,” but 
we want to tie three things together here as to B. First avrw 
(pro αὐτου in this verse; second +a7o; and third: 
+a (ante yuvaixes) B only and sah [non boh] and Paris®’. 
B is here deserted by the others-and by L. Only Paris” 
sustains it, which is more than hopeless for its case. Even 
Ὁ] 2 
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XXIV. 


4. 


ΠῚ 


18: 
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W-H, who place avtw and +a7o in their text, relegate this ar to 
the margin. Soden adopts none of the three changes of B. What 
becomes of B’s authority elsewhere then in his estimation ? 

We have thus convicted B of three changes in this verse. 
One with ALP, one with NDL, one alone. They cannot all 
be right. So B must either be right alone in all three places 
taken jointly, or accused of dealing unfaithfully with the 
record. I leave B to be judged here in the side light of the 
other testimony collected in these pages. 
εν Tw ἀπορεισθαι (pro ev Tw δια πορεισθαι) NBCDL 4, preferring 
a hiatus.t Is it right against all others including W Sod” 
892 and Paris’? Yet Soden adopts it in his text. St. Luke 
elsewhere (ix. 7, Acts nn. 12, v. 24, x. 17) always uses 
διαπορεω. [Only in Luke xxi. 25 ἀπορία the noun is used 
and there a ἁπαξἕ Xey. No other N.T. writer employs this or 
diaTropew. | 

ΤῊ Luke ix. 7 D only changes καὶ διήπορει to ἡπορειτο. 

In Acts ii. 12 the διηπορουν of most is made διηπορουντο by 
NAB. 
ταυτα (pro αὐτων secund.) This is a distinct case of abandon- 
ing the ‘‘harder”’ reading. Hence many authorities do it. 
The sentence runs—very uneuphoniously — καὶ εφανησαν 
ενῶπίιον αὐτῶν WOCEL ληρος τὰ PHHATA AVTWV KAL ηπιστουν 
avtats. (So most and f arm.) 

This second αὐτῶν is changed to tavta by NBDL latt 
[non f| sah boh syr. But syr and boh turn the sentence 
round, implying an original difficulty. 

In Paris*’ ταῦτα is in square brackets implying I understand 
from Schmidtke’s preface (but he is not very clear as to this) 
that the word is omitted. 

W is very clear and holds the second avtwyr, as does 892, yet 
Sod prints tavra in his text and has no new authorities to 
adduce for it. Cf. pers. 
ονοματι (pro ὦ ovoya) NBLNX Paris’ 69 [contra fam] 218 
Sod’? et txt, ὃ against all others and against coptic clearly. 
Tisch says ‘‘saepe Luc ᾧ ὄνομα, ἣ ὄνομα ut i. 26, 27, 11. 25, 
vi. 41, xxiv. 13, Act xili.6; saepius vero certe in Actis ονοματι 
ut 1.5; %. 98; xv. 20; Actev; 1, 34591 Ὁ ἀπ IO ΠΡ oe 
x. 1, 11, 28, x11. 18, xvi. 1, 14, xvii. 34 ete. At nusquam pro 
ονομᾶτι testes Graect aut Latint ὦ ovopa substituerunt ; 
contra pro ὦ ονομα substitutum ovowate xxiv. 18, Act xiii. 6.” 


} This is not distasteful to them. See xxiv. 6 adda nyepOn (pro add’ nyep6n) NBLX 33 
Paris” as copt (sah ἀλλὰ ACLTWOTCH, bh AAAA ACITUUNG), W adda 


ανεστη. 
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Luke Ν 
There is the matter in a nutshell. ονοματι is substituted 


for ὦ ovoua, but not w ονομα for ονοματι. The places he 
refers to last are Luke xxiv. 13 in this same chapter, where 
ῃ ονομα refers to κωμὴν Εμμαους. Here D and latins substitute 
nomune. 

Acts xiii. 6 ὦ ονομα referring to the Jewish magician Barjesus. 
D again alone substitutes ovouwate καλουμενον (ὦ nomine qui 
vocatur) and some cursives ονομᾶτι. C wy ovoua (cui nomen 
erat Lucif vg cui nomen 6). 

But in the place under immediate discussion Luke xxiv. 18 
b is alone among the Latins to agree with NBLNX; note 
well the absence of a here, otherwise quite friendly to B. 
And D d refuse to make any change here. I believe the com- 
bination NBLX here to represent the same as so often before 
a wilful emendation, and N like ὃ to have changed fortuitously. 
When 69 opposes the family it also has this significance. 

xxiv. 21. adda ye (καὶ) συν πασιν τουτοις... NBDL Paris” 1 33 d 
[non copt] W-H & Sod txt. The only others which insert 
kat, sah (syr cu sin pesh καὶ δου) suppress adda γε. 

I am sure that this is mere ‘“‘improvement” by NBDL. Why 
should all others drop this καὶ ὃ It is not by any means pleonastically 
objectionable (cf. Winer, p. 554, but see p. 700 ‘The particles αλλα γε, 
yet at all events, are in earlier writers always separated by some word (be 
it only a particle): see Klotz, p. 15 seq. This rule is not observed in 
Luke xxiv. 21 adda ye συν πασι τουτοῖς τριτὴν ταύτην ἡμερᾶν ayer: See 
Bornemann in loc.’”’ Winer says nothing about the endeavour of NBDL 
to supply this particle. They add the conjunction καὶ instead. Blass 
indeed (Thackeray, p. 261/8) calmly accepts adda ye καὶ as the “true” 
text, for he twice cites it thus without intimating that καὶ is only found 
inNBDL. ‘The ‘best’ mss read so and so”’ is inflicted on us so often 
that it will be seen that the phrase has already caused Blass in a N.T. 
standard grammar to abandon all the other overwhelming evidence 
(+ versions) for the omission of και. He founds an argument on it, 
because p. 268 bottom he says ‘‘ Besides its use in this passage adda ye 
«av is found in Luke xxiy. 21 introducing an accessory idea in an emphatic 
way” [yes, but by NBUD only !] “cp. αλλα και ibid. 22, xi. 7, xvi. 21 ‘not 
only this but also’ as in Ph. 1. 18 χαίρω adda και χαρησομαι᾽"... 

But we contend the contrary, that the idea was not expressed to 
the satisfaction of NB, and so they introduced the καὶ, for the very 
passage Blass was referring to previously does not have it, viz. 1 Cor. 1x. 2 
anra γε υμιν εἰναι and this is the only other place where adda ye occurs 
“ἐξ ANNOLS οὐκ εἰμι ATTOTTONOS αλλα γε VY εἰμι. As Blass says 260/261 
“ Still ye keeps its proper meaning in adda ye vay εἰμι 1 Cor. ix. 2 ‘ yet at 
least I am so to you,’ which classical Greek would express by separating 
the particles αλλ υμιν ye.” 
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Observe pevourye, καιτοίγε, or καὶ ye (Acts 11. 18, 1 Cor. iv. 8) are 
not used here in Luke xxiv. 21, and therefore καὶ is by implication absent. 
δια ye (Luke xi. 8) is used by the same author without any καὶ, and os ye 
(Rom. viii. 82) by St. Paul. Both these examples are important. 
Consult them, and observe in the second that ada follows. 

It is too bad that Blass should complicate these things for theological 
students by neglecting to state that καὶ in Luke xxiv. 21 is not read by all 
but only by the few. 


Luke 
xxiv. 33. ηθροισμενους (pro συνηθροισμενου)ὺ NBD 33 Eus boh [non 


sah| W-H ὦ Sod txt contra rell et Cyr (fuse et plene) et e 
(diserte ““ collectos in unum ”’’). 

If NBD W-H and Sod be correct then it is a ἅπαξ λεγ. for αθροιζω 
occurs nowhere else and Soden adduces no new evidence! Whereas 
συναθροιζω is Lucan and occurs twice in Acts xii. 12 cvvidwv τε ηλθεν 
emt τὴν οἰκιαν (της) Mapias της μητρος Ιωαννου Kat επικαλουμενου Μαρκου 
ov ησαν txavot συνηθροισμενοῖι καὶ προσευχομενοι, Acts xix. 25 ous συν- 
αθροισας καὶ τοὺς περι TA τοίαυτα εργατας εἰπεν " avopes...where NB 
leave the compound word undisturbed. But in Luke χχῖν. 89 there is a 
second little συν which seems to have disturbed these critics, a ‘ nicety’ 
of Husebiws probably, for the sentence runs: καὶ avaoctavtes αὑτὴ τὴ 


w@pa υπεστρεψαν εἰς iknw * καὶ Evpov συνηθροισμενους τοὺς ενδεκα KAaL 
τους ΣΎΝ αυτοις. 

Xxiv. 99. καὶ σαρκα καιοστεα B. Evidently a very ancient “‘improve- 
ment.” Tischendorf’s note is so arranged as to B that it is 
not at all clear and separates B from the supporting evidence. 
For Iren™ has “ neque ossa neque carnes habet,’’ and D and 
Dial turn the phrase, bringing the one καὶ before capxas. 
Thus D ootea οὐκ ever kar σαρκας, Dial οστεα Kat σαρκας ovK 
EXEL, also πνευμᾶ γὰρ σαρκᾶ Και οστεᾶ οὐκ EXEL. 

But all the rest omit the double και. 

I dislike to make the following suggestion, as so many scholars think 
such things are far-fetched, but if B or its parent were using a graeco- 
copt (vide θροηθεντες just above) it is possible that Teg just before cApy 
in the bohairic column would have caught his eye, and his mental process 
involving the thought of Greek te...«az, have caused the first καὶ to flow 
from his pen. In doh it is thus: 

MINA EOCONTEC] CADE δι KAC KATA dpHt 

W-H do not follow B here, which is an admission that they con- 

sidered B to have been guilty of trying to ‘‘ improve.” 


Omission changing the Sense. 


γ. 88. --διατε. NAY BLWE Sod™ 33 157 25 (Sod) 892* ? [non 
Paris®’| copt W-H ἀ Sod txt against all and N*. 


Luke 
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This makes a statement out of it, instead of a question, which our 
Lord answers in verse 34, although in verse 34 it merely says o de σους 
evmev προς avtovs. Possibly the absence of azroxpifes here led to excision 
of διατὶ above. I do not see why all other authorities should add διατι 
however. W-H do not even place date in margin and have no note on 
this in ‘Select Readings.’ Why should &* have it? There must have 
been some marginal note in the Egyptian copies leading to excision in 
B, followed by the corrector of 8. For excision it must be and not 
“neutral” or “ pre-syrian.”” Some boh codd have it. W omits, but V 
Paris*’ have it. Possibly MAQHTAIIWANNOY MA@HTAIAIATIIWANNOY 
was misleading. Tregelles correctly refers to Mark 11. 18 where the 
account is as follows :— 

καὶ noav ot μαθηται Ιωαννου καὶ οἱ φαρίισαιοι (vel των φαρισαιων) 
VNOTEVOVTES, KAL EPXOVTAL Kal λεγουσιν AUTO ᾿ διατι οι μαθηται Ἰωαννου και 
οἱ (μαθηται) των φαρισαιων νηστεύουσιν, οἱ δὲ σοι (μαθηται) ov νηστευουσιν ; 

Here the statement (implied by the loss of dvate in Luke) is first 
made, as in these ampler accounts by Mark, and then éca7z follows. 
Possibly in an endeavour to harmonise with Mark, the évat in Luke 
was marked in the margin of some copies. Modern commentators 
generally seem silent as to this important change. Tert does not help. 


Addition for the Worse. 
Luke 

xiv. 94. +ovv (post καλον) ‘‘ kaXov ovy το adka”’ at the introduction of 
a new subject, quite divorced from xiv. 33 jin. which closes 
the previous subject. -+ovv is read by NBLX fam 13 only 
with boh pl [not all, and not sah]. It is a simple error in 
boh for the word in both sah and boh for salt ends in ove and 
the own crept in and not out, as sah shows when it disagrees 
thus with its friends NBL. The ending on in Greek may 
have led to the addition. But it is quite uncalled for and 
is not an example of the “shorter” text. W-H and Sod 
diligently follow NBLX boh and have no marginal alterna- 
tive. And I claim that they are absolutely and utterly 
wrong here. W knows nothing of this, nor D, nor syr, 
nor lat, but Paris*®’ and 892 with Sod®°!*° preserve this 

old error. (Cf. Merx ad loc. p. 321). 

An illustration offers in the previous column of B as to how easy in 
uncial writing was such a mistake. At Luke xiv. 27 in the phrase οστις 
ov βασταζει Tov σταυρον εαὐυτοῦυ καὶ ερχεται οπίσω μου OV δυναταῖι εἰναι μου 
μαθητης B* writes OYN for OY prim., contradicting the sense, in fact 
making nonsense. 

(But in an addition for the better at xxiv. 39 “κ av σαρκα καὶ ootea”’ 
by B we find Westcott and Hort as well as Soden refuse to follow). 
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Subtraction for the Worse. 


In this connection add Luke xv. 9 tas φιλας και yertovas (-- τας) 
NBL 157 247 Sod 1346 boh® W-H & Sod tat only (Ὁ tas yertovas Kat 
φιλου-). 

All others have tas before γείτονας including W and Paris’, which 
latter has tovs with M and five other min. 


Indeterminate. 


Luke 
111. 17. διακαθαραι (pro και διακαθαριε) N*B α 6 sah boh Iren™ 


TerP™s* Heracl followed by W-H & Soden without a shred 
of new evidence (contra rell et δὲ rell it Iren®* Orig et 
contra DW 892 Paris” etc.). 


Examples of some passages which will always remain too difficult to 
adjudicate, onutted under Matthew. 


Matthew 
1x. 6. εἰδητε NBKMUVAIIL al. sah boh syr lat 
LonTe CD*EKFLX al. et k videatis 
8. εφοβηθησαν NBD fam 1 22 33 59 372 Sod* latt ( praeter 
7 vide infra) copt syr aeth 
εθαυμασαν C rell omn Sod” (vide B «( G) arm 


Om. X Iren™ 
7 and goth conflate: admirantes timuerunt et 
The parallel is Luke v. 26 καὶ exotacis ἔλαβεν avavtas. It is wholly 
questionable whether NBD represent the true text here (although 
supported by latt syr copt). The two readings are very old; observe the 
conflation of f goth (these two alone) which corresponds to Luke’s 
εκστασις. 


Indeterminate and difficult. 
Luke 


xlil. 7. +ad¢’ οὗ (post ern) NBDLT fam 18 892 Paris*’ 1677 (+ad¢ 
ns) Sod? 37 1132 tt e¢ ὃ [contra ΔΕ] vg et vg® Hates boh syr cu 
sin arm aeth 

Contra om. rell Gr omn 8,7 ?*> diatess (Orig) Bas bis 
Tren'™ 
This is an exceedingly hard place to judge. Soden and W-H follow 


Τ{ Cf. note on xix. 4, p. 279. 
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NBDLT with the addition without marginal note, nor have W-H any 
remarks in ‘Select Readings’ (although xiii. 8 is noticed as to κοπρια). 
Observe this is a question of a longer text and not a shorter one. Had 
the positions been reversed I can understand a summary dismissal of the 
evidence of the other side as an accretion to fill out the sense. But here 
is an accretion on the part of the beloved authorities who are supposed 
to give us a “‘pre-syrian”’ pure and short text. I claim that we are 
justified in objecting to a theory which overlooks or refuses discussion of 
such a place in the notes. 

The situation is full of interest. Here is the despised boh supporting 
SBLT. While sah opposes. Here is D joining NBLT, but that is 
explainable because all the Latins here go with d and NBDLT against 
the diatess arab; even ὃ against δὲ. Here is υοῦ tess opposing 
diatess arab. Here is Iren™ opposing all the Latins. Here is Basil 
joined to the Greek uncials (all but the five mentioned) and all the 
cursives (but fam 13 157 892 Paris*’ Sod"”’) against the addition. But syr 
cu sin with arm aeth (against sah) support. Here is Origen opposing the 
addition thus: “‘ unote ἔλθων o δεσποτης εὐπὴ * Non TPLA ETN ερχομαι ETL 
τὴν συκὴν ταυτὴν καὶ καρπον οὐκ nveyxev...” We cannot refer to a 
parallel, because there is none. On referring to the new authorities, 
what do we find? We find W does not add. We find V does not add. 
(Neither apparently ὁ sil. Sod does Laura‘?.) But Sod°*° Paris” do add. 
We thus have two new authorities for the addition, and two against it. I 
should not go into this detail, but that I have not noticed elsewhere 
several changes in xiii. 1/6. Observe then xii. 2 tavrta for τοιαυτα, 
ΧΙ]. 8 ὁμοίως for wcavtas, xill.5 wcavtws for ομοίιως, xiii. 4 αὐτοὶ for οὗτοι, 


ΧΙ]. 4 -Ἐ τοὺς (ante ανθρωπους), xill. 4 —ev (ante Any), xiii. 6 > πεφυτευ- 
μενὴν εν TW αμπέλωνι αὐτου, all changes adopted by approximately the 
same small group of Greek uncials, which shows at all events that im 
the neighbourhood of the passage under discussion there was community 
of origin. I consider that this passage in xiii. 7 requires the most 
delicate weighing in the light of all the claims of those friendly to B for 
the “shorter” text. In this same verse please to notice B* ALONE with 
80 substitutes τον τοπον for τὴν ynv. 


Conflict between B and Origen. 


I have indicated many places in the foregoing as to this. As to 
Origen why is he wrong at: 


Luke 
vil. 89. 1 ἀπτομενὴ (pro τις ἀπτετα) Orig confirmed by D* 
vili. 15. εἰς την καλὴν ynv Orig confirmed by D 157 tt 
xu. 12. Omit ev avtn τὴ wpa Origen with 33 


19. -- πολλὰ prim Orig'* with Serapion 
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Year 19. αποκειμενα (pro κειμενα) N 235 348 Sod** 6° Clem 
Bas Orig" bis reposita 
τς ἡ om: Clem (ff) ketpeva...om. Dabcder Leo 
αναστα ουν om, 433 
xiii. 24. - δια της otevns (post εἰσελθεῖν sec.) Origen solus cum (syr sin) 
xvlll. 31. τελειωθησεται Orig 60 267 Paris®’ y** z°* al 
et Sod" against τελεσθησεται rell. 
Consult also such definite cases 85: 
XXll. 9. καλουμενον NBDLX Paris® al’ d W-H Sod txt 
λεγομενον Sod 1094 1354 al. paue. 
επικαλουμενον Rell et Orig Eus (tt cognominatur) 


I do not understand the science of following the elder Greek uncials 
against Marcion and Origen especially when combined in Luke. 6.0. 
Xxli. 4. avtows Tapadw αὐτὸν NBCGKLIL Sod W-H tat without 
marginal alternative 
avtov Tapadw avtois = =APWXTAA unc’ bc f ¢ Marcion®?P bis 
Origen Euste™ bis 
(while Dade ffi l omit avtors). 
xxiv. 31. λαβοντων de avtwy Tov aptov am αὐτου 
ηἡνυγησαν οἱ of0. αὐτωὼ Ddce αυτων δε διηνοιχθησαν 
λαβοντων δε avtwy τον aptov διηνοιχ- οἱ οφθαλμοι = B rell 
θησαν avtav οἱ οφθαλμοι Orig 
Obs. syr sah diatess -εὐθεως. There must be a connection 
between this and D dc e Orig. 

32. While B retains the two clauses ws...ws (only dropping the 
connecting καὶ in the coptic manner with sah boh) Origen, no 
less than eleven times, omits the first ws eXaXer navy with 
abce ffol r syr cu sin Ambr Aug. 

1. 52. προεκοπτεν (+ τὴ) σοφια και ηλικια Kar yapite BW Paris” 
etc. and W-H (ev tn σοφια NL copt Orig?“ ; -- τὴ Cyr Epiph 
bis and all the rest as Sod**) but Orig*:!’? omits the article. 

As regards the conjunction including D, while in some places of 
considerable weight, in others it must be also attributed to Origen, 
although sometimes we cannot quote him specifically. In this respect 
hear Hort (‘Select Readings,’ p. 70, col 2): ‘‘So that he (Origen) seems, 
in his Commentary on Matthew, to have written under the influence of 
the Western Ms or Mss which have so largely affected the text of this 
work elsewhere.” (Cf. Matt x. 28, x. 37). 


Conflict between B and Hort. 


Luke 


xxiv. 12. Verse omitted by Tisch and Hort (following Dabdel7r) is 
found in B. 


CHAPTER IX. 


B in St. JOHN’S GOSPEL. 


Examples of editing by B. 


John 
ix. 6. emeOnxev (pro emexpicev) B(C*?) Sod'** et W-H txt (ex 1x. 15). 


36 init. -- αἀπεκριθὴ εκεινος καὶ εἰπεν ΒΒ, over an erasure, with W 
alone and Τὶ [negl. Sod]. This looks like a mistake but BW 
add edy after ἐστιν and T’ before tus εστιν. Sah elides arrexpiOn 
exetvos καὶ but has εἰπεν (TIEXAC] tantum). Boh (with aeth) 
elides exevos (Acie poww TIEXAC)), but sy7 sin emphasises this 
thus ‘‘ He that was healed saith to Him.” ὦ has respondit, 
eliding ἐκεῖνος καὶ εἰπεν as (Α 5). For idle q substitutes adv. 

The new mss T'W with B elide amexpi0y εκεινος and BW 
have e¢y after εστιν instead of exmev before tus eote and T" 
writes καὶ en Tis ἐστιν Ke; (observe δὲ in verse 37 has edn, while 
all have edn in verse 38). The trouble has arisen over the 
repeated expressions in verses 36, 37, 38, 39, and if anything 
were lacking to show how B operated this makes matters 
clearer. Being in doubt in verse 36 and casting forward like 
a hound he observes the varieties of wording; he writes 
something in and then cancels it again, substituting εφη later, 
which, notwithstanding the support of T'W, is very unlikely 
here, and belongs later in verse 38, and not in verse 386 with 
BW, nor in verse 37 with N. 

Hort (Vol. I. ‘ Text,’ p. 557) says: ‘‘ Even when B stands quite alone, 
its readings must never be lightly rejected, though here full account has 
to be taken of the chances of clerical error and of such proclivities as can 
be detected in the scribe of B, chiefly a tendency to slight and inartificial 
assimilation between neighbouring passages.’ But the trouble is that 
while saying this Hort did not recognise the places where B is guilty of 
this but printed them—in this case in his margin. 


Solecisms of B, and many that may be considered almost as such. 
John | 
1, 4 fin. -- των ανθρωπων Beol 


13. —ovde ex θέληματος avépos BS (17%. Clem" Bus hb? 
ΑτΗ vid in Psa 21 (Tichon") 
W-H do not omit, but why not? True Iren and Tert 
witness to it, but W-H might have omitted this with Clem 
Athan as well as many other things. 
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i. 14. 


il. 


ill. 


IV. 


15. 


2b 
LY. 


19; 


23. 
16. 
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— και (ante αληθειας) i uae 

(Boh has the usual Nese seeoxeHt, but sah Ot “με. 
Neither use o-so@, here.) a 
0 εἰπὼν (pro ov εἰπον) B*C* and δὲ" (Orig?) and W-H 
txt (non R.V. Sod). Both coptics have ‘‘and crieth out saying” 
(κυ geseoc). Taking verses 14 and 15 together there is 
some significance attaching to these things. Tisch does not 
quote copt for εἰπων. Atany rate the community of origin of B 
and copt is established (as against others) by verse 16 init where 
ote init (for καὶ of many) is also the reading of the coptics. 
συ ουν TL NAELAS EL B™" vid (variant al.) 
Ξέεστιν yeypaupevov (pro yeyp. eativ) ΒΝ cum Sod>* et Chr 
Cyr (Epiph nv yeyp.), but against all the rest, and Oxyr** 
γεγραμμενος (810) εστῖν. 
τρίσιν nu. (—ev) B ρὲ [W-H] Ογὶρι Tert 1/2 Ambrst 
(cf. sah), but against all others and Clem Orig’+ Eus Chr Cyr 
TIren™ (Hust 47 with Ign δια τριων ἡμερων). 

[Thereagainst in verse 20 B has ev with the mass and Nac 
omit with Clem. | 
εν TH πασχα TN εορτὴ (--εν sec.) BY 
τον viov (—avtov) NBW soli (et W-H, non R.V. Sod) Not 
even L or ΤΡ nor V nor 892 nor Paris*®’ nor even 33 omits in 
this important place; nor ὦ which begins again just here. In 
fact sy7 sin insists thus: ‘‘ His Son His only,” and sah ‘‘ His 
Son His only Son,” and Tertullian is clear. 

Having once stated this in verse 16, there is not so much 
harm in omitting αὐτου in verse 17 as do NBLT?W fam 1 22 
262 2° (Sod) Sod" Cyr Ath. 


. πιτὸ πνευμα B* et h***? syr sin? solr vid 
. +7 (ante lwon®) XB soli vid | W-H] 
. πὴ γυνὴ B and sy7 sin only (see under Syriac). 


W-H txt omit then alone with B. R.V.and Sod restore it. 
N* substitutes exezvn for ἡ yuvn. 


. συνηλθον ουὅν (pro ws ουν συνηλθο)ὺ B***' οἵ. ὁ inter latt. 
. δία την λαλιαν σου B*' cum Orig’s, contra N° rell pl δια την 


onv λαλιαν et Orig ex Heracl. (δια την σὴν μαρτυριαν N*D b dlr) 


. λθεν ovy παλιν εν Kava (pro Xr. ουν παλ. εἰς τὴν Kava) 


B (nec mutav. correct.) cwm N Sod** 145. See under “‘ Change 
without Improvement.”’ 


. τὴν wpav εκεινὴν (-- πὰρ avtwv) B cum boh®. NACDKUII 


and W have την wpav παρ avtwr, 
and LIAA unc’ have παρ avtwy την wpav with Chr Cyr. (Sod' * 
τὴν wpav, —Tap avtwy but without exeyny which B has.) 


ibid fin. αὐτὴν (pro avtov), of the boy, by BA, simply an error. I 


might point out that even here B has the countenance of 
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John ; 
another ΜΆ, yet it is an error common to both (auto 892). 


Instead of grasping therefore at any support for B readings, 
and where support is found, of adopting them, let us be a 
little more circumspect. 

The prophecy which I adventured on page 12 has come 
true. Observe that von Soden’s witness 6 371 (a Ms at Sinat 
No. 260) now supports B’s hitherto unique θροηθεντες in 
Luke xxiv. 87, and that Sod“* (a ms at Athos, Pantel. 28) 
supports B’s theft in John ix. 6 of ἐπεθηκεν (for επεχρίσεν) from 
verse 15. See also John vii. 59 —de B now supported by W. 

tv. 7. προς euou (pro πρὸ ewov) BL only and St. 1550 ἐπέ. This 
seems to destroy the sense and give the opposite sense. See 

Winer (Moulton edition, p. 467). 
W-H reject all the last seven readings which I have cited 


for B. 
14. --ο (ante Inaovs) B et | W-H] 
17. --[ησους NBW 314 892 Sod®?" (male de1#9 ? 


= Laura‘) soli vid et[ W-H]. (The aeth inserts Dom. Jesus 
after et respondit et dixit ws, g has et respondit willis Jesus.) 
Otherwise all Mss and versions have it in an early position. 

19. —o wnoovs B c& Hust 47 Tert. This time 
without the agreement of LW or 892. In square brackets in 
W-H. No versions omit here either. 

But then if Tert is to be of weight here, why not at verse 25 where 
he omits (both in Prax and Res) καὶ νυν eotw with δὲ and a ὃ, but as B 
does not do it, Westcott and Hort fail to exhibit this ‘‘shorter”’ text even 
in their margin. Had B joined here for omission they would of course 
have left it out. Can anything be clearer that it is B and nothing else 
but B which they consider ‘ neutral.” 

Observe again verse 27 » καὶ κρίσιν εδωκεν avtw εξουσιαν Tovey by N 
alone (for και εξουσιαν εδωκεν αὐτῶ Kpiow Trove) 15 exactly the method of 
Ter “ et judicium dedit illi facere in potestate.” This may be wrong, 
if you will, but in the next verse but one, verse 29, W-H avail of a 
‘“‘nicety ᾿᾿ of B alone of Greeks, as 1t 1s supported by Tert and sahae ff 
Aug (against Iven'™*) to omit de in the second of the pair of clauses, 
printing οὐ ta φαυλα instead of οὐ de ta φαυλα of all other authorities. 
The new Ms W has καὶ οἱ for οἱ de (with m boh” syr arm Iren™). We 
come back to the same old thing of some marginal remark in the parent 
of these Egyptian copies which led to change. 

ὩΣ γ. 45. Ἔπρος τον matepa (post ο κατηγορων vuwv) ἘΦ inter omn. 
On the other hand observe syr cw (alone of the versions) omits 


} This must be a ‘“‘sunspot”’ according to Souter (‘ Text and Canon,’ 1913, p. 22). 
‘“‘ Little things,’ however, ‘‘ show how the wind blows.” 
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προς Tov TaTepa occurring previously, and deletes it altogether 
from the verse, as only Ambr"». 
vi. 17. See under ‘‘ Order.”’ 

22. See under “ 


seems to be 


Form.” 


-- του (ante θεου) B258 Cyr[W-H] (cf. copt). Here the article 


needed. WN Sod’? and Syn* substitute tov πατρος 


in reduplication of the beginning ovy ote tov πατερα ewp., and 
where some Chr codd substitute on the other hand τον θεον 


while ND a 


b de substitute tov θεον for tov matepa at the end 


of the verse. (Hvan 248 Sod’ substitute map αὐτου for 
παρα Tov θεου). 


αποθνησκὴ (pro αποθανὴ rell omn et Orig Thdt) B Eus W-H 


mg (τεθνηξεται Clem™eodt ἀπόληται V) 


3. —o (ante Inoovs) Bet | W-H| 
. εἕ ovpavou (pro ex του ovpavov) BCT 892 Sod®* (et W-H) but 


against all others and Orig Hus Cyr. 


T vii. 1. Incovs (-- ο) Bet |W-H] 
3. See under ‘ Coptic.” 
. Tapeoti (pro εστιν) B*' See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
. οὐκ (pro ovy) b* 
. +0 (ante ανθρωπος) BN Sod? 33 p** 597 Sod’??? [non 
al. vid.] |W-H | 

34. See under ‘“‘ Coptic.” 

. προς Ewe (PYO προς με) B 


42 


(Om. προς με SD ὃ ἃ ὁ Cypr Viet Aug 2/3 Tisch) 


init. οὐκ (pro οὐχ vel οὐχ) B*N sole 


t viii. 12. Incovs (-- ὁ) 
+ 25. Inaous (-- ὁ) 


1. 34. Ιησους (-- ὁ) 
+ 39. Τησους (-- ὁ) 
ibid. ποιεῖτε 
+ 42. Τησους (-- ὁ) 
ibid. 
58. ΤΙησους (-- ὁ) 
59. -- δὲ 
rh eee he 
ai 
See under “ 
35. Inoovs (— ὁ) 
+ 41. ΤΙησους (-- ὁ) 


(ovy LT Orig W-H; rell ουχι) 


B 

B (τὴ | Cf. et vii. 16 Ιησους (—0) NB 88 
B 314 Cyr soli et (W-H) 
B 


B 604 ff vg (seq. eote) et W-H tat Cf. Orig 
qui lectt in commune habet. 
B Sod'® 


+0 (anterwatnp) Bs 


BC e«™ Paris” et W-H 
BW soli cum vg®® [non W-H | 


See under “ Homoioteleuton.”’ 
+ouv post t Ν᾿ cwm aeth et georg et boh*” (et W-H marg) 


Coptic.” 
NB et W-H 
B 


+ In all these cases W-H insist upon enclosing ὁ in square brackets in their text. 
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John 
x. 1. >vuw λεγω ΒΒ cum pers contra MSS omn et verss rell et 


contra Clem Chr Cyr Orig™ et Lucrf. 
7. Incovs (—0) B 118 [non fam] et | W-H] 
Συμιν eyo B pers ut solet again, showing that in verse 1 
it is absolutely premeditate. Icannot fathom the reason for it. 

In a dozen instances previously in this Gospel B has made no 
change; nor does he change on the next occasions at xu. 24, xi. 16, 20, 
but at xiii. 21 he writes again vu λέγω (against Orig" and Ath al.) and 
none of Soden’s sympathetic Mss join B either at x. 1, 7, or at xii. 21; at 
xiv. 12, however, he leaves Xeyw υὑμιν alone as at xvi. 20, 23; nor does he 
seem ever to vary λέγω oot on the half dozen occasions where this occurs 
except at Luke xxii. 43, where BC*L arm pers have ἀμὴν cou reyo. 
Observe Origen with MWAITI latt for vu λεγω at Matt xxi. 27, and W 
alone at Matt xvii. 19 for ὑμῖν Aeyw. The noteworthy thing about B in 
Matthew is that he uses the order avtw evtev with pers in xv. 15, and 
soon after at xvi. 4 has ates for fyte alone of Greeks with pers™ arab™. 
Of. S pers soli Matt xviii. 19 αὐτοῖς γενησεται. All in the same Semitic 
Gospel and W and NS in the same chapter and verse in different 
phrases. (Cf. Lue xii. 22 where ὑμὶν λέγω is probably original). 
John 

x. 18. ταυτὴν ἐντολὴν (pro ταυτὴν τὴν ἐντολὴν) ΘΙ cum δοῦν". 

, (Error ex Ποηῃιοϊοίοϊ. vel ex lat.) 

23. Incovs (—0) B 


25. ἴησους (—0) B ΠΕ ἢ 
32. » πολλα εργα εδειξα υμιν Karka ὌΝ vid cum Sod**! (Patmos 92) 

This order is otherwise unique among the Greeks. NAKAIIV Ath etc. 
Sod** have πολλὰ epya cada εδειξα υμιν, DUXTA and most have πολλὰ 
Kana epya εδειξα ὑμῖν, while W 220 Hust 54 b gat syr sin Tert Thdt omit 
kana, and 127 and 245 E'piph omit epya. The omission of καλὰ by W 220 
Evst 54 b gat syr sim and Tert may be basic. The copies were evidently 
marked in the margin, and B shows this by slipping in the word later 
than the place in which it belongs. His order and his reading can 
certainly not be called “neutral,” although Hort actually follows B here 
in his text, which he invariably does when a variety of readings confront 
him, and he clings to B to help him out of the difficulty of choice. But 
the result is only to get further into the mire of idol worship. Souter’s 
edition of the R.V. condemns Hort by going back to the textus receptus 
and printing πολλὰ Kanda epya εδειξα ὑμῖν with D and the majority. As 
a matter of fact the versions point on the other hand to the order of the 
δὲ group, and W joins 0 and Tert for suppressing «ada altogether. 
(Tischendorf and von Soden forget to mention Tertullian). 

I notice this matter at some length, because basic principles are 
involved. And these are that in a question of varieties of order, with 
omission of a word by some, the probabilities are, first, that the omission 
is neutral, and the word has been supplied from marginal indications, 


804 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


or, second, that the omission is an-error from carelessness and the matter 
mended from marginal observations. 

In both cases the margin supplies the missing word.f Mrs. Lewis 
has very clearly stated this truism (Old Syria¢ Gospels, 1910, p. vii.) 
which I have quoted on p. 380 of my Genesis of the Versions. 

But I am sick and tired of being told that Hort’s methods are sound, 
his principles good, and his text the best yet published, when again and 
again he falls into a common trap like this, and follows a singular variety 
of order read by B alone, while the facts show that the order in B has 
been caused by the addition of a word out of the regular order, doubtless 
from marginal indications. 

How entirely unscientific are the principles involved can be seen 
from the passages we have adduced within one chapter (x.) and within 
eight verses (18/25). Here is the record: 

John x.18. ηρεν (pro arpe) NB quite alone and W-H. Cast out by the 
Revised Version text.t 


t+ Observe beyond at xviii. 40 under this head, and under “ Order” at iv. 9, vii. 12, 
88, xviii. 2 and xviii. 5. 
A small matter will illustrate this. St. John x. 42, being a very short verse at the 
end of the chapter, we read the tiny verse with thirteen variations : 
πολλοι OUY ETLOTEVT GY εἰς AUTOV EKEL W sol 


και πολλοι επιστευσαν εἰς AUTOY EKEL NBDLXY 1 383 157 218 248 249 σῆς 
Paris’ al8°! d vg? sah boh arm aeth W-H. 


και πολλοι επιστευσαν εἰς avtov (—exer) 118-209 pers δο] syr pesh sin it omn 
(praeter d δ) vgg omn. 


και επιστευσαν εἰς αὑτὸν πολλοι (—eker) Sod vid 


και ETLOTEVTAY πολλοι εἰς AUTOY EKEL AK ?MUII fam 18 254 οἷ p** w'* goth 
Sod. 

και επιστευσαν εἰς avTOY πολλοι εκει 280 vid 

και ἐεπιστευσαν εἰς AUTOY EKEL πολλοι ΧΡ (= Sod44, Munich 208) vid 

Kal επιστευσαν πολλοι εἰς αὐτὸν (—exer) [Κα 16 (sol inter gr) 

και ἐπιστευσαν TOAAOL EKEL εἰς αὑτὸν EGHSIPAA nuinn mult tat rec ὃ 

Kal εἐπιστευσαν εκει πολλοι εἰς AUTOV 28 235 8." 

και εἰς αὑτὸν ἐπιστευσαν πολλοι εξ αὐτῶν (—exer) arab (sed hab. exer codd™") 

πολλοι τοινυν ἐπιστευσαν εἰς αὑτὸν ΟΣ ΤΟΣ 

πολλοι εκει ETLOTEVTAY εἰς AUTOV Cypser sae 


K? (Scholz) Hvan 16 118-209 (Lake) Sod™ with all the Latins [except d δ] and syr 
pesh with syr sin and pers and Chr omit exec altogether. Τί exe. belongs in 40 fin. (syr sin 
and pers transfer it to the beginning of verse 41) exe. may well be redundant at the end 
of verse 42, At any rate we have latt and syr this time combined [without D d] against 
all the Greeks [but Evan 16 118-209 Sod'**] for omission where the others vary the order 
[see further in xviii. 2]. The inference is that exe. came in from the margin, but very 
long ago (the ms 249 adds exe: in the following passage in xi. 1). 

“ Readers often made notes in the margin of ams. Now it was a pious exclamation ; 
now a parallel passage from another book ; now an antiquarian note, or the expression 
of a difficult phrase. Such notes often found their way into the text, and sore is the 
resulting confusion.”—(Canon Glazebrook: ‘The next Revised Version,’ Contemporary 
Review, May 1913.) 

At John x. 38 just above, a most difficult place to judge, John Damascene conflates 
three readings: wa γνωτε, και TLOTEVONTE, και ἐπιγινωσκητε. 

Ζ See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
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ce x. 25. οὐκ επιστευσατε (proov mictevete) B 4 (33) 71 157 and several 
other cursives Sod!* f Chr" 2/7 and our A.V., Not followed 
by W-Ht 
32. xara post υμνλν Ἐ alone with Sod’ and W-H. Cast out 
by ΠΟΥ͂. 
The examples of change in x. 18, 32 are not allowed in the #.V. 
text representing Hort’s own closest followers. The third case (x. 25), 
occurring between the two others, where he does not follow B, is a case 
where he certainly should have followed B. Not only has B quite 
respectable support for the reading, but grammatically it must have 
appealed to Hort: ‘‘amexpi0n αὐτοῖς (6) ᾿Ιησοῦς ᾿ εἶπον ὑμῖν καὶ οὐκ 
ἐπιστεύσατε. So writes B. ‘I told you and ye believed not,” exactly 
as our version of 1611. It would really seem as if Hort had some spite 
against King James’ translators, for when he can follow them (B teste) 
he refuses to do so.§ He prefers to reject B and its supporters for a rapid 
transition of tense: “εἶπον ὑμῖν καὶ οὐ πιστεύετε, “1 told you and ye 
believe not.” 

Need I say more concerning such a non-principled and unscientific 
base for Hort’s structure? Brick by brick it is crumbling, but it is not 
creditable that it has taken so long for the “‘ powers that be ’’—scholars 
in fact as well as in name—to see the weak points. 


Solecisms (continued). 


x. 34. Inaous (-- ὁ) BW soli et | W-H]| 
ἘΠ (See under other headings) 
xu. 3. Inoou (-- του) BY et | W-H | Cf. xx.-38 


ibid. etdnaOn (pro επληρωθὴὴ Be". See under ‘‘ Synonyms.” 

10. εβουλευσαντο be και οἱ ἀαρχίερες ΒΝ cum vg™ et goth (than 
auk). Observe one sah MS which adds ‘“‘the Jews.” ‘ Took 
counsel therefore [for sah with Greek MU and a few substitute 
ουν for de] the Jews with the chief priests.” 

12. 0 οχλος Torus (pro οχλος πολυ) BL soli vid cum boh (see 
under ‘‘ Coptic’”’) et W-H txt (nil in marg). Their phrase is 
0 οχλος πολὺς o ελθων for οχλος ToAVs o EAOwy. Clearly an 
attempted ‘‘improvement.”’ N*A 2?€ go at it another way, 
and subdue o before ελθων, thus: οχλὸος πολὺυς ελθων. Sod? v4 
0 οχλος ο πολὺς ο EAOwr. 

15. εκραυγασαν B* *' vid (and see under ‘‘ Change of Tense’’) 


+ See under ‘“ Change of Tense.”’ 
t See here supra. 
§ I do not mean that B is right, but that Hort’s avowed principles, acted on con- 
stantly elsewhere, should have been followed by him here. 
Χ 
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John 


xu. 18 


10. 
18. 


xiv, 10; 


abid. 
10. 


26/27. 


. Incovs (—0) Bs 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


Matter of order B*' sah See under “Order.” Cf. also boh. 


. fou TO ονομα (pro σου To ovowa) Band Hvan 5 only. See 


under ‘‘ Hopelessness of considering B neutral.” 


. our ΒΡ and sah" boh™™ and a (and [ W-H)) 


de pro ouv W γ. 


. πιπας Ba soli See under “ Syriac.” 
aie: 


>meTpos cynov §=9B ~ cum W (Note that in D Sod'9 1516470 
Evst 32 σιμων is omitted, and in οἷ syr sin πετρος is omitted ; 
no doubt the change of order in B 15 the result of an addition. 
Just as in the previous verse, the order inaovs avtw (for avtw 
inoovs) by BACL Orig is probably due to original omission 
of avtw as witness DC*Y [teste Sod non Lake] 7 213 Sod** ὃ 
delm boh arm) 

inaovs (-- ὁ) B Orig soli vid, et W-H 

enue (pro em eve) B*' [See under ‘‘ Change without Improve- 

ment”’ as to the rest of the verse | 


. πιστευὴτε BC Orig 1,2 See under “ Change of Tense.”’ 
. Sup λέγω B®! cum pers againstall others and Orig'" Ath. 


This is the third occasion of this. See above at x. landx. 7. 
Hort neglects all of them. 


5 Eade 
. —7o (ante ψωμίον sec.) Be 
. Ιησους (-- ὁ) BL et W-H 


. Note also here Inaous (—0) BAC TIL Sod?" 22 4 Soa 


1246 1443 aoainst the mass. ) 


. akoXovbew (pro ακολουθησα) BC* soli et W-H. See under 


‘“‘Change of Tense.” Note that B has axonrovdew apts but 

C νυν ακοχουθειν. (In 47 157 485 d®™ vs" and the “ Latin” 

codices 56 58 61 apt, which is the source of the change, is 

omitted.) 

muotevoets BM (See under “‘ Coptic” and also ‘‘ Change of 
Tense.’’) 

Ta ρηματα a eyw (-- λεγω) υμιν aT ἐμαυτοῦ οὐλάλω Ἐ"", 

ἢ (pro μενὴ) fin vers post acwva Ἐ ὦ soli vid et W-H marg. 

From the variety of positions which ἢ occupies in B, δὲ, LQX 

Cyr Did, whilst the pevn has to be accounted for as well, it is 

clear that 7 came from the margin, whether as a correction of 

pevyn or not. 

+eyo BL 3814 soli (cf. X 33 127 Sod® 7 eyw εἰπὸν 26 fin.) 


+ This is a family of five mss (vol. i. p. 249) containing Cyril of Alexandria’s com- 
mentary on St. John’s Gospel. It is a nice link between B and Alexandria. Cyril 
seems to have placed eyw before εἰπον, instead of after it as B does, in order to be sure 
that it came in 26 jin. and not in 27 init. See below again at xvi. 18 B with Sodk+. 


John 


. οὐδὲ εν (pro οὐδεν) 
. οὐδε εἰς (pro ουδεις) 
. 0 av θελητε (pro ο εαν θελητε) 
. —pov tert. 
. ὃ (pro ἃ) 

. —vpas sec. 


. εἰς τὴν αληθειαν TacaV 
. —TL λάλει 


. πατήρ aye Sic (pro πατερ aye) 


. Nev (pro nunv) 


. —€K TOU κοσμου αλλ Wa THPHANS AvTOVUS 


. π τὴ (ante ἀληθείᾳ) 
. τε ἡ (ante ἀλήθεια) 


. πατὴρ (pro πατερὶ) 


25. 
ΣΥΝ 1. 


2. 
9, 
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See under both “‘ Syriac” and ‘‘ Coptic.” W-H insert at end 
of verse 26. : 
B*! vid. Cf. copt (om. D d). Seeunder . 
“Horm,” 
B@ vid. Cf. copt. See under “ Form.” 
B*! vid. See under “ Form.” 
B*! (inter gr). See under “ Latin.” 
B*! (inter gr cum Paris’) et W-H tat. See under 
‘* Latin.” 
B® et [ W-H] 
BAY Sod*® soli cum Orig Did Cyr)) 
B 213 397 aeth soli et [| W-H] (Vide infra xvii. 39, 
¥x. 19. 


. ἴησους (—0) BLW soli et W-H 
. Incovs (—0) BCW Sod 1222 ¢ et W-H 
. Inaovs (—0) NB [non W] Sod”? + et W-H 


BN solt. [Sod neglects N.] 
Cf. xvii. 21, 24, 25. (See under ‘‘ Change of Case.”) 
B*' haud dubie per incuriam, quia seq. μετ 
aAUTODV. 
B*. [Burgon quotes 
Athanasius for this (‘Last twelve verses of St. Mark’) but I 
cannot feel sure that this is beyond challenge. Τί so it is 
another link of B with Alexandrian copies where a saltws was 
made from αὐτοὺς to autous. | 
Be" vid cum Cyr et Sodim Ct Κὶ (habet 
dis Cyr°™). See under ‘‘ Latin and Coptic.” 
BW Paris” soli cum sah boh (syr). See 
under ‘‘ Coptic.”’ 
BDNW soli vid et W-H [DW non in 
ver 11 ut B] 


. πατὴρ , 4 ) BAN soli vid et W-H [non DW, non 
Clem | 
TATHP OLKALE SiC BAN(marnp δικαιαι) soli vid et W-H 


[non DW, non Clem] 
NBL* soli vid et W-H [non W rell] (Cf. 
xvill. 23 et alibi) 


Ἰησους (— ὁ) 


See under “΄ Order.’’ 
—ex sec. Ἐ 814 et [W-H] See under “Coptic.” --εκ των 
NS® ete. 


+ This is a codex at St. Petersburg. The other Sinai, Jerusalem, and Athos codices 
sympathetic to B elsewhere do not elide these articles in St. John if they have been 
properly collated for Soden. 

t Cf. BN at iv. 46 εν κανα. 


x 2 


908 


John 
K 


Xvi. 5. 


+ 15. 


91, 


90. 


99. 


(40. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


>eyw εἰμι τησους Ba. See under ‘‘ Order.” 

>yvworTos nv BW 4 Paris” Sod** W-H marg (with a 
cf fia 7 aur gat syr boh) See under “‘ Order.” 

πείλατος (-- ὁ) BC* Sod®* soli et W-H 


Since I have noted in this Gospel where B omits the article 
(alone or in a small minority group) before Ιησους, I note this 
also. It may be a concurrent version influence (which is the 
more probable and an error oculi) or carelessness, or a prefer- 
ence. The reader is capable of judging. But while at xix. 5 
B omits ὁ before Incovs and ὁ before ανθρωπος in the same 
verse, in both of these particular cases absolutely alone, Hort 
places [Ὁ] before Incovs in square brackets but leaves ὁ 
before av@pwros. What kind of editing is this ὃ | 
-αν ΒΔ cum 3" Sod*! (as the versions; and cf. a b e aur 

vg") 

There is a treble variety of order here : 
οἱ UTNpETaL av οἱ emo nywvitovto AD*"? N and most Gr. with 

q δ᾽ Orig 1/4 Hier*t us 
οἱ UTNpETal οἱ Ee“or av ἡγωνιζοντο cf ff grvg"* aeth Aug, and 
OL υπηρεται οἱ ἐμοι ἡγωνιζοντοαν NUXB™=WW 1-299 [non 
209] fam 13 33 91 218 249 Paris®’ Sod'°fm&CNn grm 
Orig 3/4 Chr Cyr et W-H Sod tzt, 
the latter order probably being of an ‘‘ improving” tendency. 
It is the order followed by Hort, who neglects the omission 
of av by B. 
πεν (ante tw πασχα) B*' cum Sod: et [W-H] (Cf. aeth’™. 
Cf. syr. Cf. q ‘per pascha.” Cf. a om. εν τῷ πασχα. 
Fell omn et sah boh +ev plane) 
ππαντες NBUXW [non 28 male Scho Tisch] 71 213 249 348 
435 15° al. minn’ Sod'!? 1246 1443 fam KCN Oyjg ?, but absolutely 
no versions except pers, which Tisch and Horner neglect to 
mention, but which probably represents sy sin here. That 
document is wanting from xviii. 831-xix. 40. I merely record 
this matter here as W-H of course omit, and Soden omits. 
The omission of 7avtes has no other version support, and I do 
not think we can neglect all the Coptic and Latin codices 
in such a place. No reader of Hort’s or Souter’s edition of 
ΠΟΥ͂. text would ever suspect that mavtes occurred in any 
document! Probably the omission of wavtes took place from 
misunderstanding a mark of deletion set against the word 
παλιν next to it, which word is omitted by GKUII many lat, 


7 I enter such a thing here, as hitherto B has been recorded alone for it. The entry 
will serve to call attention to the additional support, and its possible source. 
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John . 
sah boh aeth arm syr pers arab. This is why the versions 


have πάντες and not παλιν, and I think are most likely right 
against NBLXW which dropped the wrong word. In order 
to show that NBLXW form but one recension here, consult 
xix. 3 only three verses further on, and observe the form used 
of εδιδοσαν by these Mss and Cyril followed by W-H and 
Soden against the rest for εδιδουν. The family appears to be 
complete, Soden quoting Kz as a whole for his five Mss with 
Cyrw’s commentary (p. 249, vol. 1.) besides C** (our 138).) A 
somewhat similar matter as to παλιν and mavtes occurs at 
Mark vil. 14 to which Burgon calls attention in his ‘‘ Causes 
of Corruption.” 

I do not think I am forcing an argument here by suggesting that a 
mark set between παλιν and mavtes may have been mistaken for in- 
structions to delete mavtes instead of παλιν. There are many clear 
illustrations of such practice, and many other places where we can infer 
such a state of things. For instance, given the well-known and wonderful 
sympathy existing between N* and e''t, it is interesting to observe that 
where 6. alone with Α΄ Sod (= ΧΡ Munich 208) sy7 sin pers (aeth) omits 
πρωτος in John xx.4 WN alone is found to place it after εἰς To μνημειίον 
instead of before it. This change of order in δὲ doubtless grew out of 
the addition from the margin of δὲ and e’s common (Graeco-Latin ?) 
archetype of the missing word. 

(See under i Obder ” at iv. 9, vil. 12 33, xviii. 2, 5, as to similar 
matters concerning B, and previously under this head of ‘‘ Solecisms ” 
at x. 32.) 


John 


ΧΙΧ. 5. Inaous (-- Ὁ) B* vid et [W-H] 
ibid. ἀνθρωπος (—0) B*' vid [non W-H | 
12. av (pro eav) B*' vid [non W-H | 
28. Ἰησους (-- ὁ) | B Sod™” [non W-H txt] 
30. Inaovs (-- ὁ) BW et [W-H] 


38. Ιησου (-- του pr. loco) Bet[W-H] (Cf. xii. 3. 
xx. 13. + «ae (ate Neyer autos) ΒΒ aeth arab soli vid [non W-H] (q 
quae dixit, Hus ἡ δὲ εἰπεν. georg Tune dicit. Rell omn 
AEeyel AUTOLS) 
Cf. B and aeth above at xvi. 18 and xviii. 39. 
(15. Incovs(—0) NBLW min" W-H; xx. 16 Ιησους (—6) BDLO 
Sod” W-H; xx. 17 Ἰησους (—6) BDLM*¥ W-H; xx. 
24 ἴησους (—0) NBD W-H against Cyr; xxi. 13 14 
Ιησους (-- ὁ) BO?D W-H against Cyr) 
17. Ἑ μη ἀπτου μου (pro μὴ μου ἁπτοῦ B Tert verss alig W-H™ 
(see under “‘ Order.’’) 


+ Compare shortly afterwards at John xx. 12 N 6 alone together omit δυο. 


ill. 


Vii. 


90. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


. tat (ante tas χείρα) BA only and W-H (See under 


“ Improvement.”’) 


. τινος bis (pro τινων) B et W-H™ See under “ Latin,” 


“‘ Syriac,” and ‘‘ Change of Number.” 


. Ιησους (-- ὁ) Bet | W-H] 

. Ιησους (-- ὁ) BC et W-H 

. Inaous ( -- ὁ) B et [W-H] 

. Inaovs (-- ὁ) Bet |W-H]| 

. ta tpoBatia BC 19 22 Sod? Theophan ὃ et W-H tzt; 


xxl. 17 ta προβατια ABC Ambr et W-H tzt) 


. —avto tert. BY 249 ff Sod Wiketas oma”) [non W-H !] 
. Kat arros ἕωσει ce B" vid (cf. ord verss) 
. 0 καὶ μαρτυρὼων (pro o μαρτυρωὼ)ὺ BW et Cyr (soli vid) et 


“Op” teste Soden (Cf. gat foss vg® vg** aeth +ille) 

The additional testimony of W here is completely neutralised 
by a consideration of the few late Latin witnesses which 
simply add dle for emphasis, as do BW Cyr when they add και. 
The silence of the .rest speaks for itself and we close as we 
began with the perfect assurance that B is to blame for an 
infinite variety of small as well as large mistakes made in an 
effort to improve the record. Hort places this last variation 
in his margin. 


Latin Sympathy. 


ove οψεται ζωην (— Tv) ΑΒΘ W Paris” al. (“non 
videbit vitam’”’ latt) W-H et Sod txt contra τὴν ζωὴν rell et 
Ign Const Bas?" Chr Cyr That et copt. 


. dedaxev (pro εδωκεν) NBUNT et W 1 33 157 al. pauc. 892 


{non Paris®’] Ath Cyr latt W-H Sod. 


. εἰς πλοῖον ( -- TO) NBLA [non D nec W] 33 118 181 219 


239 254 604 892 Paris®’ Sod*** 1098. soli with Cyr W-H Sod tat 
against all others and against both coptics. 


. See under “ Order.” 
. auto (pro autos) BDW d. Tisch and Soden quote sah 


boh for this reading, but it is doubtful if one can read this into 
them. The Syriac is also doubtful. The ‘ neutral” reading 
(b ὁ dim (r) aeth? and (boh)) appears to omit both avtov and 
αὐτο. [H* 253 read avtov, but the readings to choose from 
are clearly avtos, or αὐτο, or plain omission, and αὐτος is 
undoubtedly right.] Hort consigns αὐτὸ to his margin quite 
correctly, and Souter’s R.V. edition follows suit. αὐτὸ appears 
to be an ‘‘improvement.” 


. πάρεστιν (pro εστιν in sec. loco) B*! and a few vulgates. 


See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 


John # 


Vil. 


Vill. 


44, 


5d. 


ix. 14. 


XIX. 


40. 


16. 
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22. caBBatw re —ev) B ber soli 


εβαλεν (pro ereBarev) BLT [non minn] W-H [non Sod] Cf. 
misit 7?! vg. 

ομοιος υμιν ψευστης (pro ομοιος υμων Wevotyns) ΒΑΡῪΝ fam 
1 52 1388 (= Sod©*4) 157 254 209 et latt: similis vobis mendaz. 
The dative is as legitimate as the genitive in Greek, but there 
must be some reason for the preference of the small group 
here. It is opposed by δὲ and the rest including V 892 and 
Paris” and Tert. See note under ‘‘ Change of Case.” Soden 
does not follow BADW. 

nv δε caBBatov ev ἡ ἡμερα (pro nv δε caBB. ote) NBLXW 
33 213 (—npepa) W-H"* Sod”? and c ff in qua die, a br qua 
die, and e (in quo = 213*), syr hier and Cyr, while vg® conflates 
with in illo die quando. This is opposed by D and the rest 
and 892 Paris® and none of the other cursives know anything 
about it. 

Observe here that the coptics and other versions are also all 
against it,f and that the vulgate knows nothing of this matter 
of NB. Therefore the codex similar in other respects to NB 
(see Wordsworth and White’s Preface) did not have this 
reading, which proves that 892 and Paris*’ here provide us 
probably with the real underlying text of NB, rather than NB 
themselves. Isita Johannine improvement ofXB? See John: 

9. nv de σαββατον ev εκεινὴ TN ἡμερα. 
91, nv yap peyarn ἡ nmepa εκεινη (vel εκεινου)ὴ Tov σαββατου 


ΟΣ βλέπει apte (pro apte Breve) NBDLUW 33 892 [non 


Paris] W-H Sod tat bed ffl syr sin hier pers [non syr pesh] 
Cyr Chr 1/2 (Bremer νυν Chr 1/2) against the rest and against 
sah boh and the other versions. 


. εἶπεν (—avtw) N*BDW de boh™’ W-H™ Sod™, against all 


the rest and sy7 sin and all the versions. 
Σοὶ pet avtov ovtes (pro οἱ ovtes μετ avtov) NBDLUXWY 
fam 1 33 157 213 248 2?° 892 Paris®” Sod” e¢ Sod© ©™” (Sod 
tat et W-H) Cyr only of Greeks, but with all Jatt. The other 
versions vary. 


. 12 init. o μισθωτος (—copula) BGLW 1 [non fam] a aur τυροῦ" 


boh™ Lucif, against o μισθ. δὲ by most and Hus Chr copt and 
versions, and o δὲ μισθ. NDXA Sod" Const Cyr. 

> der we (pro pe δε) = NBDULWATIA 1 [non fam] fam 13 33 
348 WS Sod? 143 1268 1279 Ton Paris” nec al. vid] it vg syr (sah) 


+ Syr sin however has: ‘‘ And that same day was the Sabbath,’ cancelling the 
whole of the rest of the verse. While the Georgian version alone reverses the order of 
verses 13 and 14, placing verse 14 first. 


912 


Johu 


pe WEA 


29. 
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Orig™ W-H Sod, but against all the rest of the Greeks and Hus 
Bas Chr Cyr and Thdt. 

με OTTATHP ayaTa (proo πατὴρ με ayara) NBDLXYW [non W | 
33 213 248 249 Paris®? Sod’ εὐ “* 7¢ vg Chr Cyr against the 
rest (Δ pe o πατὴρ pe ayara; Chr aur pe ayata o πατηρ; gat 
dim. cf. boh) and syr diligit me pater. Me diligit pater meus 
Auct de prom. 


. npev (pro αἱρει) NB only and W-H. Not one single 


minuscule. See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” Cf. gat tullit. 

ὃ (pro 6s) NBLWY LEvst 15 it vg boh [non 

sah| Tert (sed variant codd) Hil W-H et Sod txt. Contra 
rell et Cyr. 


32 fin. >ewe λιθαζετε NBLY Sod 33 157 Paris*" Sod*! 


40. 


ἈΠ ee A 


10. 


a: 


90. 


1110 1279 δέ tat it”! vg Ath against v0. μὲ of DW most and ὁ f 
dl ὃ goth boh sah syr Epiph Thdt Hil. (Tisch omits to 
chronicle sah boh here against NBL). 

εμενεν (pro εμεινεν) B 21 soli, οὐ αὖ ὁ ffl [nondfrs 
vgg Aug (hiat q)| (εμειν W, rell ewervev) Om. καὶ εμεινεν exer 
syr sim, or perhaps om. ewevev and use καὶ exer (as does pers) 
to begin the next verse. 

wa παραδ. avtov lovéas Σιμωνος loxap. NBLMXX"(=Sod4*) W 
Laura“?! (Sod teste) ὃ ff g l gat vg arm Orige™es W-H Sod txt, 
against Ιουδα Σιμωνος Ioxap. wa avtov παραδ. D rell omn, rell 
latt syr aeth and Origen many times. 

>oux exer ypecav NABCWWae ᾳ Orig™* Tert Aug W-H 
Sod txt against ov χρείαν exer of D and all the rest Chr Cyr 
but only d latin. The other Latins express non indiget (r is 
not available), while coptic is NP pra AN. 

See under ‘‘ Order.” 

» ἀκολουθήσεις δε (μοι) vatepov NBC*LX 1 Sod’ [non fam] 
33 188 (Sod°*4) 213 Paris” Sod’®’ Orig Cyr and Latin order 
W-H Sod txt, against DW the rest of the Greeks (and only 
d of the Latins) syr boh sah etc. This place deserves 
some consideration. The alignment of authorities is 
peculiar. 


xiv. 31. ἐντολὴν edwxev ror (pro ενετείλατο wor) BL 


and 
and 
and 


Ἢ δεδωκει" μοι ( ,, <5 » ) ἋΚΧ 88 | [att praeter dd] 
- μοι δεδωκεν Cyr et be q gat. 


εδωκεν μοι evtoAnv 2°° (negl. Tisch) 19™* (εδωκε por o πατὴρ 


ἐντολὴν 1 [non fam)). 


This is an interesting place, where all the Latins, except d 6, favour 
BLX 33, while δὲ and all other Greeks with D have ενετείλατο and d ὃ 
only of Latins mandavit, against mandatum dedit or praeceptum dedit of 
the rest (Wordsw neglects to mention 6 definitely here). All the versions 
(including copt syr) are with the body of Greeks for everevAato. Only 
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aeth favours BLX and the Latin. Add 218 (Sod'**) Sod'** 1110 and compare 
his note. He avoids the reading in his text. 

It is rather a crucial passage in connection with the “ version 
tradition ’’ which here narrows down to the Latin. As in verses 26/27 
(see under “‘ Syriac’) we have just had another apparent version influence 
it will not do to put aside too contemptuously my views on this subject. 
Souter (J.T.S., Oct. 1911, p. 120) says of me: ‘‘ The general theory which 
underlies his views is that a trilingual or quadrilingual copy of the 
Gospels existed in early times, the four languages represented being 
Greek, Latin, Syriac, and Coptic. He finds that this hypothesis, com- 
plicated as it 1s, explains certain individual readings in some Greek Mss. 
He rejects without reason, as far as I can find, the simpler hypothesis 
that Greek copies behind the Latin, Syriac and Coptic versions were 
different to some extent from all surviving Greek copies.” 

Now my dear Dr. Souter, if my theory be complicated (and it is far 
less complicated than some others) it covers admirably cases like the 
present, where it is not a question of ‘‘ Greek copies behind the Latin, 
Syriac or Coptic versions being different to some extent from all 
surviving Greek copies,’ t for here we have three Greek uncials BLX 
and two cursives (33 2°, of very critical repute | opposed here by Paris* 
and the other thousand] plus 1 and 19 :narg) which give the reading of the 
Latins, WHICH THE REVISED VERSION DISAPPROVES, condemning it as a 
version tradition, and condemning Hort for adopting it, BECAUSE THAT 
TEXT GOES BACK TO ενετείλατο. No doubt the latter is right. No doubt 
S and the mass of Greeks with D (and d ὃ plus the versions) are right. 
Don’t condemn me in this cavalier fashion then, if you please, but look into 
these matters a little more carefully. There is no note in your edition on 
this reversal of Hort in the Greek Testament, published in 1910. 

Whenever Hort’s decisions are reversed in such a publication a note 
is absolutely due and called for, in order that students may see what is 
the present eminent opinion on textual matters to date. 

The evidence is withheld in several such passages, which is not a 
proper method, and I am surprised that the Delegates of the Oxford 
Press consented to issue the work without an apparatus covering the 
evidence in all the places where Hort’s judgment and his readings are 
tacitly condemned, and where simultaneously B is condemned for 
falsifying the record. 

Bear with me a moment longer. Look forward only two verses 
beyond. At: 


+ Different is the situation at xv. 21 where instead of ὑμὶν or vypas BD*LN’ 1 88 
Paris”? Laura 104 (teste Sod) W-H and Sod txt with Petr" write εἰς ὑμας, while ὁ ff 1 
write circa tos showing no Latin reaction on Greek from circa. However d has in 
vos as syr, and one bok ms EPWTEN, instead of MNUU'TEN, for the plurality of boh 
and all sah with the other Latins are opposed to any preposition. 
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John 


xv. 2 fin. Hort reads wa >xaptov πλείονα < φερὴ with BLMXY 33 
157 218 897 Sod!N3! Paris” and W-H Sod tat Hus Cyr Novat 
Hil Orig™ syr pesh and ALL THE Latins in this order (δὲ and 
Clem καρπον πλείω ; fructum multum e, fructum plus vgg and 
g aur gat; fructum majorem gq, fructum ampliorem a d 7, 
fructum plurimum b ὁ f ff l foss) but not td ὃ, for d reads: 
ampliorem frum and 6 plus fructum in the usual Greek order. 
The Revision admits that Hort again followed the same version 
influence here, for the correct reading is adjudged to NDA the Greek 
mass and d ὃ, against BLMXW 33 157 Paris*’ and the Fathers, for in the 
Testament of 1910 wa πλείονα καρπον φερὴ is printed, but there is no © 
note on it, although you pause to tell us that earlier in the verse D Cyr 
(and Clem) read καρποῴφορον for καρπὸν depov. [Since this was written it 
has become clear that Soden has no real critical principles either. His 
text is a curious exhibition of eclecticism (see below at x. 28, xiii. 26). 
Here he follows Hort. | | 
Oblige me once more by considering your theories—‘‘ on the founda- 
tion (which) they have laid the future will do well to build” (‘ Text and 
Canon,’ p. 103)—in connection with this Oxford text. It reverses (with 
perfect correctness) the decision of BLMXY 33 157 Paris” Hus Cyr 
Novat Hil Orig™ and Westcott and Hort, although you still pretend 
that their foundations are secure. But if wrong at xiv. 31 and at xv. 2, 
twice within three verses, may I ask why we should follow B and Hort 
in countless other places where they have far less support than here? 
We have simply come back to individual preferences. We are still 
floundering. We have no fixed principles of criticism. All the nonsense 
about “ neutral” ‘ pre-syrian”’ ‘‘ Antiochian”’ fades away, and we must 
begin all over again. We need critical principles, and I claim to have 
established that we have none. 
John 
xv. 9. > vpas ηγαάπησα = BDLWY 1 [non fam] 33 ὃ 213 Sod [non 
Paris” nonal. gr] abde ff q [non syr copt| W-H Sod txt. 
Again abandoned by &.V. 
10. του πατρος (—pov) B*' cum abe ff q aur W-H Sod tat. 
Abandoned by R.V. Sod adduces no new witness. 
[In all these places W is wanting. The ms lacks xiv. 25- 
XVI. 43] 
11. We must now add to this imposing list of Latin influence on 
B the present place where 77 is substituted for μείνῃ by BADV 
only of Greek uncials and by a few cursives. All the Latins 
(except 7) have sit. Against them are N and the rest and 


+ Tischendorf obscures the situation by not specifically mentioning ὦ ὃ as accom- 
panying the mass of Greeks. He simply says τέ vg as a whole to accompany BLMX. 
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Chr Cyr. The versions may be “anceps” as Tisch. remarks 
as to Coptic, and μείνη may have come back from the repeated 
forms of μενω in the previous seven verses. We need not 
quarrel about it, but the place should be viewed in connection 
with the Latin influence at xiv. 31, xv. 2, xv. 9, xv. 10 just 
discussed, before we accept Hort Soden and R.V. here. (Om. 
157.) Besides, consider the next place involved : 

εαν ποίητε ὃ eyw evTeANomar υμν B and Paris*” alone of 
Greeks (against a and οσα of the rest and Cyr) with ae q syr 
sin goth (Cypr) Lucif 2/3. Some, as Thdt and syr pesh aeth, 
emphasise ‘“‘all which.” If B be correct all the rest have 
edited here, which is quite possible. Hort says they have, 
for his text has ὃ following ΒΡ, but the Oxford text of 1910 
denies it, returning to ἃ as does Soden. Tales duces caeci. 
Sexo υμιν Aeyev NBLYYV 33 118-209 [non 1] 218 Sod® ὃ 
c(e) f Ff glmar gat vg Theogn Ath W-H Sod tat (Tert Cyr 
Hil Orig are on both sides), but all the rest oppose with 
DA a d ὃ and coptic ete. for eywm Neyer vaww with Hus Did 
Orig Chr That, and Paris” specifically with Neyer eyo υμιν. 
puxpov (—T0) BLYWVN® 121 124 [non fam] 218 897 Sod? 
Mos tam¢s Hust 60 Orig W-H (lat: pusillum vel modicum) but - 
as μέίκρον is employed by all Greeks in verse 19 without το, it 
is probable that Orig and BLYY are merely harmonising 
and improving here. Soden does not follow them here, 
although adding new witnesses, among them D which is 
wrong. 

—aov sec. That is to say: wa o vios δοξασὴ ce (instead of wa 
0 vos σου δοξαση ce) NBCW 47 64 Sod? Κι [non Ψ non 
Paris” non min al. vid] Orig 1/2 Victorin Hil1/2. Ido not 
know whether I should place this here or not. Perhaps it is a 
doctrinal alteration, but the only support among the versions 
is from a small Latin band, viz. d (against D*") ὁ and ff. The 
other Latins and all the Versions with D and the rest of the 
Greeks supply σου, while Origen is divided and Orig'"* witnesses 
twice against the omission. Soden’s text places σοὺ in square 
brackets. 

αὐτοῦ (pro ovrony “Ni 229** 1254 *Sod! 10.1222) 1885 δ᾽ δ 469 so), 
vid cum d f W-H™ non Sod (om. vg"). Cyril reads οὗτοι 
with the mass. 

-- οτί SNABDLNXII e¢ WW fam 1 22 33 42 106 
127 138 157 265 Laura4* Sod! 2° ws" [non Paris®’] and 
it vg W-H Sod, but against the rest of Greeks, the other 
versions, including the friendly syr and copt and against 
Orig and Cyr. 

ὠταριον NBC*LXW (pro wtiov) Soden only adds 
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one cursive Sod'*** (a ms at Sinat) but follows in his text. 
Cf. vt vg: auriculam. [Non rell gr nec V Paris*’. | 

See under ‘‘ Order.” 

τινα KaTHnyoptay φερετε (—KaTAa) Tov avOpwrov τουτου N*B 
Paris” ὁ et ac q (Cf. aeth georg). This is against all others 
and Chr Cyr and ὃ f ff g gat vg (adversus) and copt syr. 

The common base breaks down here, for CL:X so friendly a 
few verses before, and even WY with φησιν in this verse, 
abandon NB to their fate. Only Paris®’ stands by them and 
W-H without a word in their margin. Soden abandons them 
and has no new witness for omission, but he forgets to 
note ac. 

—av B*3 Sod*! See under “ Solecisms of Β.᾿ Cf. abe 
aur vgg 1/2. This is quickly followed (against δὲ) by a real 
Latin order : 
ουδεμιαν evpiokw ev avtw aitiav ΒΤ,Χ 213 249 Paris®” Sod" 
M4 KCN (a) bce ff g vg Cyr W-H Sod tat. 
Cyr vouches for it as the continuation of an Alexandrian 
order. It opposes: 
ουδεμιαν αἰτιαν ευρίσκω ev avtw of NNWY al. plur q goth (sah 
boh) syr arm Chr. 
κατα TOV νομον (— ἡμωνῚ NBD“’LNA οὐ WY Paris” 
it [omn praeter q| vgg Orig et Orig Hil Aug Quaest, but 
against all the rest, all the minuscules, Cy7, and all the other 
versions. Soden places it in square brackets without adducing 
any new witnesses. 
> Ἰησοῦς εἰδως BM* Sod πὴ ΚΟ. ΉΕ δ ὁ fiffnr aur Hil 
(against εἰδως ο Ιησους N and many Κ- ΗΠ Sod‘, and 
against Idwv o Inoovs E and a good many, and against the 
order of syr copt etc.) 
axevos sine copula BALXWYW 61* Paris” a ὃ e r foss 
W-H [Sod]. 
Ἰωσὴφ ὁ απο ΔΑριμαθαιας most and W, but: Ιωσηφ απο (-- ὃ) 
Αριμ. BAD™(L)X?V 90 Paris’ Sod*** and latin, against 
both coptics diserte. W-H elide ὁ, Soden places it in square 
brackets. 
nv τεθειμενος (pro ετεθη) NBW Paris” Cyr Sod??? Κι 
W-H et Sod tat. (Sod is Laura‘! which Lake did not 
collate hereabouts). Cf. lat positus erat. Cf. Lue xxiii. 53. 
See under ‘‘ Harmonistic.” 
- των (ante caBBatowr) NBAIL 33 Sod” W-H Sod 
txt. (μιας σαββατων W) The rest and Cyril" have the 
article. 


24. 


i. 14, 


18: 
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23. twos bis (pro τινων bis) BY! ae } syr Cypr Orig™ Hus Aug 


Pacian Auct’’™ W-H™ [non Sod], but against all else. 


}. ἐσχυον (pro wxvoav) See under “ Change of Tense.” 
ΟΞ σὺ μοι axorovbee NABC*DW 1 [non 209] 33 [non minn Ser. 


Matthaei Soden. The latter adds Sod*®: (= Cyr)] latt Orig 
Cyr. (Om. 235 Chr). 


. >ovtos o Novos NBCDW 1 88 2°° it (syr copt) W-H Sod 


tet. The rest oppose with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2; anda few cursives 
with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2 and Origen omit ovtos. 

+06 (ante ypawas) = καὶ 0 ypawas BD (Sod°”® a καὶ yp.) 
33 2b dqr vg? (a) (6) (ff) W-H tat. (δὲ writes ο καὶ γραψας 
with 265 348 Sod® Sod tt Cyr and c). 


Coptic Sympathy or Influence. 


15. See under ‘‘ Solecisms.”’ 

μονογενὴς Geos NBCL 33 boh [sah ita: ‘God did not 
any see ever; God the only son’’] syr pesh aeth etc. [non 
Sod ἐσέ]. 


43 init (Steph Tisch, ver 42 W-H Sod). nyayev sine copula 


Hi. 8. 


16. 
iv. 23. 


v. 42. 


NBL 314 sah W-H Sod tat [contra rell et syr lat]. Boh 
with G fam 1 arm Epiph have ovtos ny. (ny. ovv Evst 15 b, 
ἤγαγεν δε Paris*’) 
mit. Absque copula NBUTX sah boh (more copt) Hus Cyr 
1/2 against all the rest and Hpiph Nonn Orig. 
ahha οὐκ B*' (pro arn ove) [non W-H]| Cf. sah boh, 
ambo ada 
adda exn BW soli W-H Cf. sah boh 
anda epxetar NBADW sah boh W-H [contra arn epy. rell 
omn 
adra eyroxa  BDULW [non 28 male Sod] 33185 Sod’ ΤῊΣ 
= sah boh 


111. 13 fin. —0 wy ev Tw ovpavw ΒΤ ΤΙ et W 33 Sod’ [non 892 non 


ἵν. LG: 


Paris’ | sah, boh 1/2, basm (frag Crum-Ken gr et copt) Cyr 1/2 

(Orig 1/3) W-H Sod tzt, but against all others and zt vg syrr 

(all except one codex of pesh) arm Hipp Diont Eustath t 

Amphil Did Epiph Chr Thdt Cyr 1/2 Origi™ 8 tstte Novat Hil 

Lucif Jac™. 

σου Tov avopa B 69 [non fam] 71 74 248 254 480 
(Sod§}) Sod’ Hust 32 60 sah beh Orig 3/6 W-H tat 
without marginal remark. (cov tov avédpa σου 6°) 


{ Tisch and Horner omit these witnesses. 
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against Tov avépa σου of δὲ and all else including WD 
892 Paris®’ Orig 3/6 and Cyr. 
-- καὶ nyyerav BLN 185 213 Sod)? ὃ 49 mC bop aeth W-H 
and Sod txt. That is to say: λεγοντες pro καὶ ἠγγείλαν, Or 
pro Kat ηγγείλαν λέγοντες Which latter the sah Mss have in full. 
Now how about boh being so youthful, if BL be basic here 
as Hort indicates in his text without marginal alternative, 
followed by Soden? In Dr. Souter’s latest book (‘ Text 
and. Canon’ p. 66) he does me the honour to keep silence 
completely (is this fair criticism?) as to my recent volume on 
the date of the Bohairic, while reproducing faithfully Guidi’s 
Burkitt’s and Leipoldt’s obiter dicta. He says: ‘In the 
northern part, where was Alexandria, the necessity did not 
arise till late” [purely gratuitous assumption], ‘and Guidi, 
followed by Burkitt and Leipoldt, thinks that the Bohairic 
version...was made in the sixth or seventh (or eighth) 
century.” 
τὴν wpav exewnv (—Tap avtwv) only B with the boh™ 8, 
another commentary on our remarks as to boh. Sod adds 
Sod** for omission of παρ αὐτων, but this codex apparently 
does not have exewnv, while Soden quotes his family “‘ (= Cyril’s 
Commentary Mss) for -Ἐεκείνην with B, while having zap 
avtwv. This triple conjunction of B Sinai and Alexandria is 
instructive. There is a change of order here as to the position 
of map avtwv which throws a further light upon B’s course. 
δε (post tovto init.) BC*GT"™W min aliq boh*™ Orig'* 
[ W-H]| sed Sod tat plene. 
(+ «ae init. = vel και vel de aeth) 

Observe bohairic again, not sahidic, supporting B and Origen, 
with δὲ absent which goes with the great mass without copula, 
(+ovv Paris” e). 


. See under “‘ Solecisms.” Sah supports B for omission of δε. 


— θεου (post povov) BW soli inter gr cuma ὃ yp (sol. inter 
latt) et sah et boh [W-H]. Cf. etiam Orig Did Eus. All this 
seems to come from one error in a MS Where MONOYOYOYZHTEITE 
may have misled, rather than that from MONOYOYZHTEITE 
ey crept in, for all other Versions as well as Greek documents 
have Oeov. (N has παρα tov povoyevous θεου.) Soden neglects 
to record sah boh for omission. 

εἰπεν sine copula NBL 397 a foss = sah et syr cu pesh 
arm Orig W-H [non Sod], against all the rest which add δε, 
Kat, or ουν, including the sympathetic minuscules. It is nota 
question of the ‘‘ shorter” text which need occupy us here, 
because in the same verse it is NBD etc. which add ουν after 
avetrecov, while it is EFGHMSVIA which omit. 
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a ἐποιησεν σημεια (pro o et. σημειον) BO®X® (= Sod**) a arm 
syr hier and boh, against sah and the rest. Westcott-Hort 
adopt in their text this very questionable change.t Simply I 
suppose because B had the support of another (Egyptian) 
fragmentary uncial of the sixth century. 

πως νυν BCTW Sod * ΒΡῈ goth} syr hier 

Ath®" W-H Sod txt. 

καὶ πως syr pesh 

πως ουν ND rell latt™ sah 4/7 Ath Chr Cyr, 
but sah 3/7 syr cu sin and Paris’? v“" ὦ e omit vuy or ov 
while aeth doubles καὶ πως ovy OY Kal πως ουν νυν (as arm 


b Opa) F 
—outos sec. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
απεκριθη (sine our) BCKLTIL min et Sod™ [sed 


habet οὖν Paris] a e r sah boh syr arm Cyr W-H 

Sod tat. 

See under “ Solecisms.”’ 

αὐτου in connection with capxa BTA 892 Sod’*** ὃ 4 (18) 

[but not other cursives] it” vg sah boh aeth and arm syr with 

Chr Amm Orig |W-H], but opposed by NS and the rest 

including W ff goth Orig and Cyr. 

οἱ πατερες (— υμων) NBCLTW 262 805 pow Orig W-H 
[Sod] against sah and the rest and all the versions. 


σου Ta epya B™! v4 Cf, copt. ‘ [cov] τὰ epya”’ W-H tt. 
adda ws εν ‘BT et copt (rell omn aXn ev vel αλλ ws ev) 
αλλα ο οχλος BDLTW 383 892 (Sod teste) et copt W-H 


(rell omn ard’ o οχλος) 


34 fin. ov duvacbe ελθειν +exee δ᾽ inter gr-lat syr, but with 


both sah and boh (all codices) which add Epog (“to it”). 
This is a very pretty and decisive place, but Tischendorf 
misses it completely. Horner exhibits it. Soden neglects it. 
An addition like this is very deliberate. Hither it is right or 
wrong. Hort condemns it as wrong, for he found no other 
support. I exhibit it as undoubtedly due to coptic influence 
on B, thus for ever destroying B as a reliable ‘neutral’ 
witness elsewhere unless largely supported. 


40. +o7 (ante ovtos) BDX (teste δοῦν ὃ contra Tisch") d only 


vill. 14. 


and sah boh syr cu (sin). 
See under “΄ Order.”’ 


+ Process reversed by the Oxford edition of 1910, to its credit. The plural is 
relegated to the margin. 

1 Goth = nu, which then as now in the languages originating from it does not 
strictly mean now, but embraces the meanings of both ovy and νυν. 
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John 


vill. 28. 


1; 
27. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


+ort (ante οταν) ΒΒ et sah xe eoTan, boh xe Ecyuun. 
Tischendorf fails to add coptic here, I suppose because it is 
the coptic manner (although he sometimes calls attention to 
this elsewhere) but he thus misses the further link between 
B and coptic. Horner, copying from Tischendorf’s apparatus, 
refuses here to mention the +o7z of B, doubtless for the same 
reason, but I can consider it no accident nor any coincidence, 
but absolutely deliberate from a bilingual graeco-copt under 
the hand of B’s ancestor. Cf. not only vii. 40 above, but 
vii. 834 +exer. It has no connection with sy7 here, nor with 
Latin, nor does it appear in any other Greek (see below again 
at ix. 11) to date, including WY 892 Paris*®’ and LauraA™. 
Soden mentions it without other Greek support. W-H tzt 
refuses the addition. 


. Tov ἐμὸν λογν NBCD*LT'XWY 33 213 258 Paris” Sod** 


(euov λογον 892) Orig (Cyr) (Chr) sah boh, against the rest, and 
the Latins (including 4) and syr. 


. αλλα οἷα ΒΡΝι(οοπέρνα morem) XW W-H tat (Rell add oda). 


+ore (ante vraye) NSBULT' LauraA! sah boh W-H [Sod 
trt|. Here Horner again fails to introduce this matter into 
his notes, although Tischendorf has observed it, for it rings 
peculiar in the Greek. W eschews it. It does not appear 
in D. There is no trace in Latin. The minuscules do not 
have it, nor Ψ nor 892 Paris’. What is it but a reflection of 
xe Buk sah and XE s2Ace boh? Soden on the strength of 
the additional Τὶ (but this fragment is purely Egyptian) and 
Laura 19: introduces oz into his text in square brackets. But 
this place is on all fours with vill. 28 above. If B was wrong 
there, he is not right here simply because NLT" support. 

18. See under ‘‘ Order.”’ 

B adds ovy after τέ alone of Greeks and Latins in the phrase 
τι ουν παλιν θέλετε axoverv. Most sah and boh have ove on 
-- τε παλιν, but B could easily misread ow ON = τε ουν 
which one boh ms actually has. Aeth and georg are the only 
other authorities to go with B. (W-H™* have it.) 


28 init. Kat ἐλοιδορησαν N*BT'W sah” aeth syr hier Cyr, but ot 


90. 
7.91} 


Se ελοιδι ὌΠ δ Paris’, ελοιδ. ουν ἃ few, and the mass 

and 892 ελοιδορησαν without copula. 

See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 

Once more adXa eav (pro adr cav) BT'W more copt [not D 
here] refused by W-H who followed B™ at iii. 16. 


+ Observe Origen alone at x. 18 adda eyo (AAAA ANOK sah boh). 


John : 
ix. 90. 
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εφη (pro απεκριθὴ εκεινος Kat εἰπεν) BI'W Cf. sah init. 
πέδαι tantwm, and see under ‘“ Solecisms of B.”’ 


40 init. neovoav (sine copula) NBLXX?W Sod 33 157 213 


249 Paris” sah boh arm Cyr Sod®** 1110 RCN οὐ tat (και ἤκουον 
892 1 και nxovoav plur, nk. de D d ff, ne. ovv 1 2°° a). 


. oTav (sine copula) NBLITW Sod I[non fam] 33 157 2” 


Sod’? KN sah boh™ W-H Sod txt against the rest and the 
other versions and Jatt and boh”' and sah™™. 


13 init. --ο δὲ μισθωτος devyer NBDL 1 22* 33 397 SodKeX2 


ibid. 


ΣΙ 12, 


de syr hier sin arm et sah boh aeth Lucif Orient Symm W-H 
Sod txt. There is some difficulty here as to the construction 
without this clause unless we treat the end of verse 12 after 
φευγει aS bracketed. Indeed W goes further and (13) elides 
o δε μισθωτος φευγει and the following words ott μισθωτος 
eotw, While fossat writes ‘‘mercennarius autem et fugit quia 
mercennarius est,” omitting the rest et non pertinet ad eum 
de ovibus. Paris®’’ begins o δὲ μισθωτος, but, eliding φευγει 
ott μισθωτος, continues with eotw. Perhaps NBDL are 
right. 


. eyeveto tote (pro εγενετὸ δ) BLUWY 33 Paris” Laura 1 


sah boh” arm (slav sax goth) W-H Sod against all the rest 
(gat aeth and some boh conflate with Sod™), and some cursives 
with ὦ b omit any copula. If we analyse this situation we 
see in the addition in s/av and sax (goth is than which may be 
de) the reason why BLWY added.t 

χείμων (sine copula) NBDGLXITIW 1 [non fam] 33 42 
138 213 2° Paris*’ Sod” ff only and sah boh aeth against 
all the rest, and against the other versions (ὦ omits the clause). 


. ἄλλα vets (pro aAN vues) NABLWA 157 cit Qe Sodsuinaue 


(sah boh) W-H. 
(Cf. Orig x. 18 adda eyo) 


. > kayo διδωμι autos ἕωην atwviov (pro Kayo Conv αιωνιον διὸ. 


avtots) NBLMXW 33 157 249 397 [non Paris®’] Sod! 511 KN 
(sah boh) syr arm aeth Cyr W-H, but against all the rest 
and D and latt and Orig Eus Bas Chr Thdt. For some 
extraordinary reason Soden (so eclectic is his text) opposes 
NBLMXW etc. here. 

Out of six varying methods, viz., avtw ot μαθηται, avtw ot 
μαθηται αὐτου, avtw tantum, οἱ μαθηται tantum, οἱ μαθηται 


+ Again 


the historic imperfect, this time by 892 alone, but all ;erpetuating the 


Egyptian preference. See under Matt., Mark and Luke, “ Historic y resent.” 
t{ But see Dr. Serivener’s Plain Introduction, 3rd edition, p. 548, where he 
condemns rove for three reasons without reserve. Tischendorf avoids it. 
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922 


John 


xi, QT. 


28. 


44. 


>. Pa: 


ibid. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


αυτου of most and textus receptus, BC*X W-H Sod txt choose 
the sixth expression : 

ot μαθηται avtw with boh, against sah and NDKWIL ὃ. 
πιστεύω (pro πεπιστευκ) B* * with οἷ᾽ t sah and boh 
(syr aeth and pers). Tisch omits to chronicle any versions. 
Our own A.V. of 1611 (as sax) actually uses the present 
tense, but Hort refuses to chronicle B even in his margin! 
[It is not certain that B* corrected the reading himself. | 
See the other example of this at x. 25 under ‘‘ Change of 
Tense.” 

Following this promptly we find tovto (for tavta) by 

NBCLWX 59 ? 213 397 Sod™* et txt., aeth boh”' (against sah). 

Σ λεγει τσους αὐτοῖς ΒΒ (sol inter gr) cum sah boh Orig 1/2, 
et LW Orig 1/2 (Aeyer ο eno. avtois) W-H. 

I call attention to this here, because it is absolutely the 
coptic method, not only here where BLW join Origen to 
perpetuate it (alone of Greeks) mexe tc πᾶ, but at xi. 40 
just above MExXE IC NAC Aeyer ἑησους αὐτὴ Where they do not 
do it. The adhesion of W has no kind of weight to compel us 
to adopt the order, for it is simply an Egyptian habit which 
NLW (all thoroughly Egyptian) suffer from in common with 
Origen. Hort receives it as he receives everything Egyptian, 
while calling it by another name. (Om. avtos 604 a r aur 
vg" syr sin.) In this same verse BCL in common with coptic 
does something else which goes to show more than a common 
original I think. I refer to the final clause. (See under 
“ Improvement. ’’) 


. adda wa B*' (pro αλλ wa) ut copt 


Neyer δε (pro Neyer ovv) NBW Paris*’ boh only and [ W-H |. 
Tisch quotes goth, but goth “than” stands for de or ovy, and 
often for ovy as here where the sense demands a half-way 
house. Goth often shows this and explains—as do other 
versions in other places—why certain Mss make changes in 
copulas and otherwise. 

Here Li sah and a few omit the copula; a few Latins have 
καὶ with syr, but the great majority of authorities ov». 
+0 (ante οχλος) BL Sod 118 1043 121 and boh [against 
sah| W-H. I placed this under ‘ Solecisms”’ first as Tisch 
omits to record the bohairic. Cf. syr sin. 


3. expavyacav B* sah goth. See under ‘‘ Change of 
Tense.”’ 
See under ‘‘ Improvement.”’ 
. αὐτου ot μαθηται NB Sod? Paris” soli et W-H cum copt. 


See remarks under “‘ Coptic and Latin” on this. 
+ovv NBLXW min‘ et 213 Sod’ 443 N31 e¢ 
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28. 


xiv.- 4. 


10. 


It. 


17. 


23. 


26/27. 


Xvl. 23. 
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trt. We need not emphasise this because only one sahidic ΜΒ 
joins, but (same verse) : 

Nevers συ (pro συ λεγε) BUXX and W Paris” W-H ὦ 
Sod tat is bohairic order (and syr) against the rest and δὲ σὺ 
Nevers with the Latins and sah. 

Neyer (sine copula) BDL dil mr sah boh syr hier Orig W-H 
Baro το ψωμιον Kat dwow avtw BC (hi): Ais sod tte 
boh (sah) arm aeth (Orig) W-H instead of Bawas το ψωμιον 
επιδωσω of ND plur. (W has δωσω evBawas το ψωμίιον.) 
Again I have to accuse von Soden’s text of conflating and 
inventing Scripture. He has Baw to ψωμιον και etidacw 
avtw. ΑΒ far as I can see none of the mss which have Bayo 
(for Baas) have ersdwow. Yet Soden appropriates Bayo 
but follows it with ἐπεδωσω instead of δωσω. 

TovTo ovder; (sine copula) BWY 157 248 435 Paris®” 
Sod*14°% 1181 soli cum sah" boh*” pers | W-H | (contra Origen 
et rell omn et 892 vid). 

See under ‘‘ Homoioteleuton,”’ and note that sah opposes boh 
which concedes the shorter form with NBC*LQXW 33 157 213 
Sod}8 6 371 ar. 

πιστεύσεις (PIO πιστευεις) B* alone with boh (all 
codices). See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” Tischendorf quite 
neglected the bohairic support and so does Soden, but Horner 
calls attention to it. This is followed by a sahidic reading 
(and both versions must have been familiar to B). 

δια Ta epya auTou (pro δια Ta epya avta) B 229* sah (aeth) 
W-H™ (—avra 24* 157 244 ῳ r syrr arm boh diatess verss 
Tert; tavra Paris”). 


᾽ 


. τηρήσετε BiG Sed won. Lake|, 54. 19. ΘΟ 50 351. Ἰ091 110 1219 


(= Laura‘) 1549 only, with sah boh and arm alone of versions 
and W-H, against τηρησατε of DW and the rest of Greeks 
and versions. See ‘‘ Change of Mood.” 
υμεις (-- δ) NBQWYW [Sod non Lake] 346 [non fam] a 
Paris” Sod*! a ὃ Lucif Auct™** and sah*' boh®"4 after the 
Coptic manner, so W-H Sod tat, and against all else and 
versions, the rest of the Latins, and Did Cyr#* and Cyr4!e, 
ποιησόμεθα (pro ποιήσομεν) See under “ Improvement,” and 
note the sahidic naw “for us”’ especially. 
+eyo BL 314 soli et W-H (eyo εἰπον υμιν X 33 127 Sod*) 
either belonging to verse 26 jin or verse 27 wit. See under 
“Syriac,” but possibly attributable to the first word of 
verse 27 in sahidic = τἔκωυ for αφιημι. 
> δώσει ὑμιν εν τω ονοματι μου (PTO εν TW ονομ. μου δωσει UpLY) 
NBC*LXYA 397 Sod? Κι ὃ sah [contra boh| Origs Cyr 1/2 
W-H Sod tat. Opposed by the mass and by DWY Paris” and 
γὼ 
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xvi. 29. 


xv. 12. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


the other versions with all the Latins (except 6 following Δ) 
and Syriacs. Thesense of the varying order is quite different : 
NB etc. and sah wish to read ‘‘ And whatsoever ye shall ask 
the Father, he will give it to you im my name,” whereas the 
mass and all the versions (except sah) read: ‘‘ And whatso- 
ever ye shall ask the Father im my name, he will give it to 
you.” Of course Hort (followed by the Oxford edition of 1910) 
has no option but to follow NB, supported as they are by 
CLXYA, but is he right and is Soden right? Can we put 
enough confidence in these mss to follow them against all 
the rest and against DW with the syriac and latin hosts in 
combination ? Apply Burkitt’s rule here, then consider all the 
flimsy alterations NB ask us to adopt in St. John, and our 
decision will probably come closer to the truth than that of 
Hort or of the Oxford edition or of Soden. 

εν (ante παρρησιαὰ)ὺ NBCDW Sod" d and only these Greeks 
against the other fifteen uncials and all minuscules and Cyr 
Chr. The only support is from sah, Qn OCMAppHCcIA and 
boh Aen OCMAPPHCIA which Tisch neglects to mention. 
Probably the ev crept in from the NYN preceding and 
influenced the common base of NBCDW. The only alter- 
native is that they got it from the Coptic. All the Latins but 
d are against them with palam for the in palam of d. W-H 
and Sod have ev. 

[ev τω ονοματι σου] ὦ dedwxas μι BC*LNW 7 33 64 Paris” 
Cyr™ cum sah boh arm syr hier W-H [non Sod] (pro ovs 668. 
μοι DW rell omn it vg syr pesh aeth Orig™). Syr sin and δῦ 
omit ὦ or ous δεδωκας μοι. 


The idea is to conform to the language of verse 11 where w δεδωκας 
μοι of the great majority is doubtless right. We get a variation in 
verse 12, but these harmonising critical authorities will have none of it, 
and repeat w. (N writes: ev τω ov. cov >Kat ous εδωκας μοι εφυλαξα). 


Kal. ΤΠ: 


avin. 9. 


84, 


xx. 16. 
18. 


See under ‘‘ Coptic and Latin,’ and note +7 (ante ἀλήθεια) 

BW Paris®’ soli cum sah et boh. Tischendorf omits to add 

coptic for this, chronicling B alone for the addition of the 

article. ΤῸ B we now add W and Paris”, and the Egyptian 

picture is complete, unless we tabulate the Syriac as emphatic 

and add it to the small list. Soden also neglects sah boh. 

Hort does not follow B here as he did not know of the 

support of copt or of W Paris®’. 

kat Tov dap. (—ex) B' cum 314 [W-H] Cf. sah boh syr 
(not mentioned by Tischendorf). 

See under ‘‘ Order.”’ 

paBBovver (pro ραββουνὴ ἘΝ soli cum sah 

See under ‘‘ Change of Number.” 
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αλλα ws NABC Sod" W-H tat (pro add as) [non D hoc 


loco]. Cf. copt. 
See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
ουδεις (sine copula) BC sah t bohrs [ tarerTisch non Wordsw | 
See under ‘“‘ Order.” 


As to the corrector of B. 


As to the corrector of B (B? or B*) observe: 
xii. 15 where B* has θυγατηρ (pro Ouyatep) B°* has inserted 4 = ἡ 


1. 42. 


i. 18. 


ἵν. 50: 


Woche: 


θυγατὴρ = sah and boh, but no Greeks. Von Soden misses 
this connection with the Coptic, as did Tischendorf before 
him, but Horner has observed it. It should be noted. 


Coptic and Latin sympathy. 


(Steph. Tisch, ver 41 W-H Sod). mpwtov (pro πρωτος) 
BAMT’XX°IT Sod°? min aliq copt latt syr W-H Sod tat. 
| Non rell, non LW, non 33 vid, non 892, non Paris* | 


. (Steph. Tisch, ver 42 W-H Soa). twavvov (pro twva) = NB*LW 


33 ab f ff lr vg®** Gohanna vgg"’) sah boh (aeth) Nonn 
Evang Hebr (teste Evan 566 marg) W-H Sod txt, but against 
all else and syrr Epiph Chr Cyr Serap. (twavva Sod’) 
(Om dim). 


. TN TPLTN ἡμερὰ (pro TH ἡμερᾶ τὴ TpLTN) BU Sod” fam 13 


127 min® Epiph'* W-H™ = beqrand sah, against boh and 
the great mass of Greeks. 

o μὴ πιστευων sec loco(—de) NBW ff 1 boh** Clem Orig 
Tert Cypr’*’ W-H [non Sod] but against the mass. This is 
coptic manner, but most boh and all sah have de. The three 
boh Mss involved are FKN. In Tisch’s notes neither boh nor 
Clem appear for the omission nor in von Soden. 

επιστευσεν sine copula NBDW [non minn exc. Sod'*° >?) 
cdl gat vg sah boh"” Cyr W-H Sod txt (against καὶ επιστ. 
the rest and syrr boh"' aeth and Paris”, and emor. de by LT” 
213 314 s** 892). 

ἡρωτησαν (sine copula) NBD p Sod* ade ffl r foss sah 
boh*"* and syr cu arm W-H [Sod]. (Om vers WIA ὃ syr sin.) 


1 Add this to Tischendorf’s apparatus. It is coptic (and coptic style) against all 
others, but as the others vary among themselves as to what copula to use we need not 
accuse B of dropping anything. 


vil. 40. 
vili. 14. 


59. 


ΙΧ, 24; 


but 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


29. οἱ ta φαυλα (pro οἱ δε τα φαυλα or Kat οἱ Ta gavra) by B 


alone of Greeks with sah [negl. 504] and a e ff Tert Aug 
W-H txt. (See under ‘‘Improvement.”) ‘'T’ extant here and 
otherwise sympathetic has o de ta φαυλα. 


. —Tov (ante φιίλιππον}δ NBDNLA 33 892 Paris’ Sod**! Κι 


Evst 60 Cyr W-H Sod txt (contra rell omn et W) = lat copt. 


= TE BDbdefflqar aur vg? W-H [non Sod] (cf. copt). 


What necessity was there for a “‘revision”’ to add τὶ here Ὁ 


See under ‘‘ Change of Number.” 


. εἶπεν (sine copula) BUTW 1138 Paris®’ Laura*™ Sod * 


aber foss sah boh, arm syr W-H |non Sod]. 


. πᾶς (sine copula) NBCDLNSTW min perpauc it? vg sah 


boh arm aeth syr sin Orig W-H Sod, against the rest and 

syr cu Cyr. 

See under ‘‘ Coptic.” 

> paptupia μου adnOns εστν BW 157 235 814 Sod 

Evst 60 only of Greeks, with ὁ vg! only of Latins, and sah 

(against boh) Epiph Did W-H™ (non txt) [non Sod]. As to 

Origen he is divided and so is Chr, while D® has a special 

form and order peculiar to him. See under “ Order.” 

-- διέελθων δια μεσου avtwv Kar παρῆγεν ovtrws NBD latt sah 

syr sin W-H and Sod txt. Even Τὶ (extant here) has it. 

Soden’s note to this is a caricature. No one could guess from 

it that no minuscules omit, not even Paris*’. 

ἡμᾶς. «με BDT' [non minn| d sah (aeth) syr hier W-H 
Sod txt, against 

ple ..... ple by most, all Latins but d syr and most versions, 

ἡμᾶς. « «μας NLW bok arab Cyr and Tisch™, 


It will be noticed that W now lends its support to NL. See 
Tischendorf’s note on the subject and full evidence in the second part 
of this book under ‘‘ Differences between δὲ and B.” The testimony of 
Origen is not satisfactory enough to draw a conclusion as between NL W 
boh and BDT" sah. 


John 


1x, aoe 


ὁ avOpwros ὁ λεγόμενος (pro avOpwros Ney.) NBT' 1 83 
Laura’! sah boh W-H Sod tat (ανθρωπος o λεγομενος Sod” 
Paris®’ al.) δὲ cf. latt. 


24. ex devtepou post tov avOpwrov NBDTLT'W 33 Laura’! 


Sod**! 9 1114 | non Paris®’| ὃ ὁ dt ὁ ffl q sah boh syr pesh W-H 


t Dd substitute αὐτὸν and ewm for τὸν ἀνθρωπον, as do only syr sin and arm, while 
pers merges τὸν ἀνθρωπὸν os nv τυῴλον by expressing ‘the blind,” ‘‘ caecum,” or “ roy 


tupAroyv.”” 


ee 


-- 


John 


ix. 26. 
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Sod txt whereas the rest place the expression after εφωνησεν 
ovv (Om. gat). 

- παλν NBD[non T']W 2” Paris” abcde figlr gat aur 
vg sah boh syr hier (mut syr sin) Nonn W-H [Sod], against all 
the rest all other versions and Cyr. 

εἰς Tov υἱον Tou ανθρωποῦυ (pro εἰς τ. vlov τοῦ Meov) NBDW 
Paris” d sah and syr sin Tisch®? W-H* [non Sod] against 
all the rest including LT" (with them above) and Cyr Tert. I 
do not enlarge on this miserable change. I have commented 
upon it in my ‘Genesis of the Versions,’ pp. 399/400. Soden 
violates what principles he has by opposing NBDW here. 


x. 14 fin. kat γινωσκουσι με Ta Epa NB(D)LW itt vg sah boh aeth 


Xl. 


19 


26. 


29. 
42. 


18: 


90. 


syr hier goth Eus Cyr** Nonn W-H [non Sod] (cf. Epiph et 
diatess infra) but Kat γινωσκομαι ὑπο των euwv A rell gr 
omn syr pesh arm Chr Cyr°™ ** Thdt. Syr sin conflates both 
these readings (not indicated by Soden). 

(Epiph invertens καὶ yap ta eua προβατα ywwoKer με και 

γινώσκω ta eva προβατα. Cf. diatess arab.) 

This is quite a remarkable place. Not a single recorded 
minuscule [not even Paris*’] agrees with the five uncials 
NBDLW for the active construction, yet all the Latins go 
with sah boh for it. And as syr sin amplifies and conflates the 
two, both must be equally old. 

The diatess (not inverting) seems to preserve the singular 
exhibited by Epiph: ‘‘ And I know what is mine, and what 
is mine knoweth me,” continuing as the Greek ina harmonious 
sentence καθὼς yiwoKer με ο πατήρ. 

Again Soden’s text opposes SBDLW. How can he reconcile 
this action with his attitude elsewhere when he follows NB 
or BD alone? 


init. σχίσμα (sine copula) NBLUXW 33 157 213 249 Paris® 


Sod % it [non 4] vg [non vg?"] sah arm W-H Sod txt, contra 
rell et Chr Cyr, et syr sin +“‘ And while he was speaking these 
things.” 
—Kadws εἰπον υμιν NBKULM*II* οὐ W Sod min 
alig [non Paris®"| ὁ g ug (et sax) gat sah boh arm, W-H Sod tzt, 
against the rest most Old Latins and syr sin. 
See Burgon ‘ Causes of Corruption,’ Burgon/Miller, p. 24/26. 
και πολλοι επιστευσαν NBDLX 1 33 157 213 248 249 
Paris” Sod**! 19 fameN 7 vg sah boh (et syr arm aeth) W-H 
[non Sod] against καὶ επιστευσαν πολλοι Of A and most with 
goth (arab). (πολλοι ovy επιστευσαν ΝΥ.) 
βηθανια (-- ἡ) Only SB Sod® with Lat and Copt W-H tzt. 
Not even W agrees. 
See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
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John 
t xi. 32. >ovK av pov oacerdgos ἀπεθανεν D*" (sah boh). Cf. ove av pov 
απεθανεν ο adedpos NBC*LAW Sod? 14 1448 33 254 ὃ W-H 
Sod txt against οὐκ av ἀπεθανεν μου o adeddos AX gr plur and 
ovk av απεθανε o αδελῴος pov 69 [non fam] 397 Sod®™% it vg 
arm syr. Yet another variation is: o adeddos pov οὐκ av 
απεθανεν by i". Paris*’ omits μου (οὐκ av ἀπεθανεν 0 abedgos”” 
simply). It may represent the base, and μου have crept in to 
the varying positions. There is so little serious textual 
variation in this much challenged chapter that every little 
thing is interesting. 
ΧΙ. 16. tavta (sine copula) NBLQW2 Sod” sah b ὁ ff gl gat vg 
syr sin W-E Sod tat. 

This I am sure is real coptic (sahidic) influence here 
because NB alone write in this verse αὐτου οἱ μαθηται placing 
the possessive first as is the coptic manner, and in sah it is 
very striking, both as to this and as to the absence of copula, 
for sah heads the verse NECRAOH'THC : ‘His disciples” 
proceeding: ‘“‘ knew not these” bringing ravra later, but com- 
pletely abandoning the copula (except one sah ms’) and 
giving great prominence to αὐτου οἱ μαθηται which NB follow 
against all others. W omits the copula but does not follow 
the coptic method here. Do the critics really mean to tell me 
that I am wrong again and that a common wnderlying Greek 
text is responsible for αὐτου οἱ μαθηται in NB andin sah? 
Why then does W not doit? Observe W with NB elsewhere 
all around this passage. 

If anything be wanting to show B’s real sympathy of eye 
with the sahidic version—(I have shown it previously)—let the 
critics observe the order maintained by B alone two verses 
beyond at xii. 18. 

18. See under ‘‘ Order.”’ 

35. to φως ev υμινεσι Δ ΒΌΚΙΜΧΙΙ and WY minn™™ it vg 

᾿ boh Cyr 1/2 Nonn W-H Sod tat, but 
To φως μεθ υμων εστι A the rest and sah syr arm aeth Chr 

Cyr 1/2. 
xiii. 11, +o7e (ante οὐχὶ παντες καθαροι εστε) BCLW 33 218 397 
ϑοα 190 54 U0 ENS ρα ff lq Ὁ sal: bok syroCyr Vee 
[Sod], but against N and the rest, e and Orig. (Paris”’ 
repeats add in this place from the previous verse; but syr 


+ In Tischendorf’s apparatus change D to D™ (ὦ reads frater meus) and add 6 after 
254, for 6 actually reads mews over μου thus : 


n  effer mf mortuul frar 
OUK AN MOY -: ANEGANEN - O - AAEL®OC 


John 


xiii. 30/31. 


xive 5: 


14. 


KV. 20. 


xvi. 16. 


19. 
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sin otherwise, for δια tovro etc: ‘‘ Because of him said he 
this word.’’) 

ote ουν εξηλθεν NBCDLXW minn non pauc., latt copt Orig, 
W-H Sod txt, but ovy is against syr and the rest of the 
Greeks. 

κυριε οὐκ οἰδαμεν που υπαγεις, πως (—Kal)... BCLW sah 
boh*” aeth and arab witha brand syr sin W-H [non Sod]. Ido 
not definitely accuse this of not being basic (although Tertullian 
is against it), yet the changes by the various authorities in 
the form of the sentence following, where N and B are divided 
once more, shows ancient editing at this place, and the 
absence of copula may be due only to Egyptian influence. 
Yet a brand syr sin are of weight, although d and the rest 
oppose. Arab continues the Egyptian traditions for omission. 
Observe in xiv. 7 soon following, another suppression of καὶ 
before the ἀπαρτὶ clause by a B group, this time followed 
by Soden as well as by W-H, against δὲ and the majority, 
and furthermore at :— 


. A second suppression of καὶ before πως by NBQW 58 Paris’, 


this time with a bce ffg foss vg Iren'™ Hil and boh°™ [not 
sah this time nor syr sin] W-H [non Sod] while aeth here 
with pers and Cyr have πως ovv. Observe D and ὦ are still 
absent, as at xiv. 5, and it is fair criticism that instead of 
“‘ Antioch’”’ revising by adding καὶ in both places, D et al. 
preserve the ‘‘ true text’ with it, since the authorities which 
omit in the one and in the other places are not agreed among 
themselves, or rather disagree completely and it is in the 
Egyptian manner to omit. 

τουτο ποιήσω (pro eyw ποιήσω) Only BALA?YW Sod? 33 124 
[non fam] 249 262.397 LauraA 1! God! 1151 443 fam N Hyst 16 
ecg qr gat vg Aug boh sah aeth (-υμιν) Cyr W-H™ [non 
Sod]. Add sah to Tischendorf’s and Soden’s apparatus for this. 
(M* reads eyw tovto). It is opposed by the great mass of 
good authorities and looks very non-neutral. In fact the 
14th verse is entirely omitted by some authorities including 
syr sin and syr hier and most codd of arn, and Chr, and 
b and vg". 

οταν sine copula NBA 2° Paris*’ ὁ 1 m ὃ vg? sah*® boh" syr 
hier pers arab sax Did Chr Epiph Novat Hil W-H [non Sod], 
but against all others and Cyr. 

—oTL eyw uTayw προς Tov Tatepa NBDULW 314 Laura’! 
Sod" αὐ ἃ ὁ ffrsah boh" aeth Orig W-H and Sod tat (against 
all the rest and syr including sin, and V and Paris”). 

εγνω sine copula NBDUW 1 [non fam] 33 348 2P° Sod’ 1045 
abder aur boh sah arm pers georg (Orig) W-H Sod tet. 
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Ξ ὅτι  BOD*LNY 42, Sod™"™=° [nom WY Paris”) bd ¢ Ff 
9 4 gat vg [contra a cr ὃ] Orig Ath Cyr”* Quacst, and 
boh (which version Tisch and Soden neglectt) W-H Sod ἐπέ, 
against δὲ and the rest. 


. epxetat(—ardrAa) NBC*D*LXYII? and W 1 [non fam| 33 69 


[non fam] 213 Paris” Sod'**" @b deg gat vg (hinc sax) sah 
arm syr hier Orig’ Aug W-H Sod txt, but against the rest 
and Orig Ath Cyr. 


. TeNELwaas (pro ετελείωσα)ὶ NABCLNI et W 1 [non fam| 33 


42 122 246 Paris” τσ ὁ ff Hu 1/2 sah boh aeth Cyr 1/2 
W-H Sod txt, against the rest, whose testimony is strong, 
including that of Ign. [τετελείωκα Sod’ ut lat. | 


. εἰσιν (proeotw) See under ‘ Change of Number.” 
. This is a peculiar and interesting place. 


2) 


“αγιασον avtous εν τὴ αληθεια without cov is read by 
N(B)AC*DLIT? and W 1 Paris” Sod’ (Cyr™) and the Latins 
and sah boh W-H [non Sod], but all the other versions have 
cov. The interesting point is that B alone [not sah boh| 
drops 77 before αληθεια, reading like the Latins “in veritate.”’ 


We narrow the matter of the versions here down to Latin. 


and Coptic, and since in the same verse B adds ἡ before 
ἀλήθεια subsequently with W Paris” only of Greeks but 
both sah boh*t we are clearly on Latin and Coptic ground 
and in connection with both. Observe Soden’s critical prin- 
ciples or eclecticism here. He holds cov in verse 17 while 
rejecting eteXerwoa above in verse 4 both witnessed to by the 
same group. 
wa και avto. ἐν ημιν (—év) wow §=BC*DWabcder vg® sah 
arm W-H [non Sod] against the mass. The few Fathers who 
quote without ἑν are also found to have it elsewhere, and Clem 
has it, which should be decisive as against D. Syr sin is illegible 
just at this place. Perhaps the vulgate ms E gives us the key. 
It writes wt ips ὧν nobis im (unum...) reduplicating the ἐν. 
Possibly ENHMINENWCIN in the uncial writing caused the 
withdrawal of EN (ἑν) after nu. Both V and Paris” retain 
ἑν with δὲ and the mass. 
This place does not really belong under the present heading. 
I do not know exactly where to put it. It refers to a very 
difficult matter. I will cite the verse in full : 

matep (πατὴρ BAN ; om. et subleg. καὶ syr sin) ods δεδωκας μοι 
θελω WA OTTOU εἰμὶ EY@ KQAKELVOL WOLV MET ἐμοῦ LVA Pew pwow Τὴν 


Τ But in view of Coptic methods should be noticed here. 
t And perhaps the emphatic Syriac. 


γώ ΡΥ ad 


John 


xvii. 15, 


bid. 


ae 
rbid, 


>.< 1. 


16. 
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δοξαν την ἐμὴν, ἣν δεδωκας (al. εδωκας) μοι oTL NYaTNGAS με 
προ καταβολῆς κοσμου. 

Clem, quoting 24/26, does not vary (except as to the tense 
of “‘gavest””) and employs ods. So do the other Fathers: 
Eus Chr Cyr Cypr That etc., but NBDW Paris” boh 
[non sah] goth and d (agreeing with D*) and syr sin W-H 
and Sod tat substitute ὃ for ovs. The only key to an 
error in writing would occur if πατὴρ were absent between 
the two verses, as is the case in syr sin alone, and where 
ηγαπησας would be followed by ous: HFANHCACOYC, but this 
cause of corruption is very unlikely. Clearly here NBDW d 
boh goth syr sin hold the more difficult (most difficult) reading. 
Hort adopts it, but has nothing in his ‘Notes on Select 
Readings’ about it. The Oxford edition of 1910 places ovs 
in the margin and Souter gives the evidence in a footnote. 
Soden boldly adopts ὃ (although Sod’ reads ov [showing an 
original difficulty, but not ὃ.) notwithstanding the fact that 
the omission which he neglected in verse 21 just above was 
sustained by a rather stronger family group. 

To what 6 refers is difficult to conjecture, and I would only 
remark as to the relative age of boh and sah that it is boh 
which goes with the accepted minority here for the hard reading 
and not sah. Surely if boh belonged to the vi" or vu" 
century this ὃ would have been smoothed to ovs by then. 
My excuse for inserting this matter here, on the authority 
only of d and bok of the Latt and Coptt, is that it calls 
attention to this matter of date. 
ἠκολουθει de τω ἴησου Σιμων Iletpos και (-- ὁ) αλλος μαθητης. 
Thus: ἄλλος without the article N*A BD? WY 106 ct 206 Bre 
Sod'"8 22 [non Paris] with sah boh (KEsxA@HTTHC) it vg 
(alius) and Nonnus specitically “καὶ veos αλλος εταιρος," but 
the article is found in CN*” fourteen other uncials Chr and 
Cyr, and rather specifically in syr ‘et unus ex discipulis aliis.’’ 
W-H and Sod suppress the article. 
> yvootos nv (pro nv γνωστο) BW 4 Paris Sod®*®? ct! boh 

(sah) and syr W-H™®. 
πείλατος (—0) BC* Sod'*” soli vid et W-H. Cf. latt boh. 
—ovv sec. BC 225 250 sah” boh ὁ ῳ vgS® syr pesh sin arm 

W-H. 
o πείλατος ante entree NBLMXWY fam 13 33 249 Paris 
ianiea Soa aes ciaemale key KCN’ 7?! -sah bok Cyr W-H Sod 
txt, against two other varieties of order, while ὁ omits Pilate 
outright. 
παρέλαβον ουν tov Incovy tantum sine addit.  B(L)X (19) 33 
(42) (61*) 249 abce ffnr aur boh Cyr W-H Sod txt. 
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There are a host of varieties here, chiefly of amplification. Of the 
versions, outside of the Old Latins named, all add something except boh. 
Even sah has ‘‘ But they when they had taken Jesus, they brought him 
out.”’ In such cases, when the critics follow B and so few witnesses, I 
wish to call particular attention to the fact that boh agrees and not 
sah. In such passages then boh has not been smoothed and added to 
as they would have us believe. 


John 

xix. 20. > εβραιστι ρωμαιστι eANnVoTL ΒΙΝΧΨ et N®* (hiat N* ex 
hom.) 33 11 89° 90 234° 248° q 7" <-Paris’’ Seg ae 
Ke N31 @ ff sah et boh arm aeth georg syr hier Cyr W-H Sod txt 
[contra rell pl.: eBp. EXX. pop. | 

24, --ηαη λεγουσα NB 249 a bce ff r georg sah” [non omn] 
Ps-Ath W-H. 
No others omit, not even WW or Paris”, but cf. pers probably 
representing sy7 sin still missing. Pers says ‘‘and the Scripture was 
fulfilled,” whereas sy7 pesh says ‘‘and the Scripture was fulfilled which 
said”’ (for the usual wa ἡ γραφὴ πληρωθὴ ἡ λεγουσα). The omission by 
NB sah*' is against Cyril although made their own by W-H, and Soden 
encloses the words in square brackets. Why then oppose as he does 
the larger group at xviii. 21 above ? 
John 

xx. 6. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 

xxi. 20. επέστραφεις (—copula) BACI*W 33 265 w" Sod’ beegr 
gat vgg"' sah arm pers georg. (Simon turned round and saw 
syr sin). The rest have de or και, and Chr ovv. W-H and 
Sod txt omit the copula. 

21. tovrov +ovv. See under ‘‘ Improvement.”’ 


Traces of Syriac Sympathy. 
John 
11. 25. B alone adds των after μαθητων, reading ex των μαθητων των 
Iwavov. This may be reduplication, but cf syr sin and syr 
pesh: “of one of the disciples of John.” 

28. It is a little curious that so soon after this B alone with syr 
hier adds eyw after exrov so| W-H], while Τὴ and syr cw sin 
prefix eyw, but the other Greeks all eschew this. 

Again : 
34. —To πνευμὰ ΒΒ δ (ἢ * 2) might be omitted also in syr sin. 
iv. 11. —yn γυνγ) ΒΝ) cum syr sin et W-H tat (exewn pro ἡ γυνὴ 8). 
Westcott and Hort here followed B alone. This is now found 
supported by sy sin, while δὲ substitutes exewn. Cf. the cursive 28 
(sister MS to W) and dimma at John xx. 15, exexvos pro o Ϊησους also with 
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syr sin alone. Von Soden does not mention this at all in his notes, 
although I called attention to it specifically in the Appendix, vol. ii., of 
my ‘Genesis of the Versions, pp. 100 and 171, and Scholz had duly 
reported 28 for εκεινος. 

The scientific course would be to follow syr sin in both places. Of 
course Hort did not dream of following Evan. 28 at xx. 15. But this 
situation reveals the insecurity of a text founded on preconceived ideas. 
If syr sin be right in iv. 11 why not at xx. 15? The answer is because 
B is the key. Anything which supports B is greedily availed of, as will 
be a few readings of the new ms W. But let syr sin or W oppose B, 
however much other support they may have, and the Hortites tumble 
over themselves to get away from such readings. 

ἐκεῖνος 18 ἃ word however of peculiar importance in St. John, and 
these passages are well worthy of thought. See John 11. 21, iv. 25 for 
its general use, and xvi. 13/14 de spiritu veritatis. 

Dr. Abbott does not go into this matter very fully in his Johannine 
Grammar (but see § 2381, 2, 2731, 2), and as the Concordances do not 
subdivide the subjects, I append a list of the diverse applications of 
exewvos, εκεινοι, and εκεινηὴ in St. John’s Gospel. The word is used 
specifically : 

Of God at vi. 29 

Of the Father 1. 33, v. 19 38, vil. 29, viii. 42 

Of the Son ΠΤ LOy Meo 

Declaration of the Son of God ix. 37 εἰπε δε avtw o Inaous Kar 
EW PAKAS AUTOV και ο λαλων μετα σοὺ EKELVOS εστιν. 

Of the announced Christ 111. 28 30 (testimony of the Baptist), 

iv. 25 (testimony of the Samaritan woman). 
Of the Light of Heaven 1. 8 (ef. v. 35) 


Of the Holy Spirit xiv. 26, xvi. 8 13 14 

Of the Word ΧΙ. 48 

Of the Scriptures γ. 89 

Of the believer xiv. 12 21, xvi. 24. Also vi. 57 (of 


the communicant) 
Of the angels at the tomb xx. 13 
Of the Healer (in the mouth of the paralytic) v.11 6 ποιησας 
με UYLN EKELVOS μοι ELTTEV... 
As well as of Jesws in the mouth of the Jews. vii. 11 oz ovy 
Ιουδαιοι εζητουν avtov ev τὴ εορτὴ καὶ ἔλεγον που εστιν 
εκεινος; again 1x. 12 mov εστιν exetvos; again ix. 28 
συ εἰ μαθητης exetvov; and again xix. 21 eXeyov ουν τω 
πίλατω οἱ ἀρχίερεις των Iovdatwy μὴ γραφε o βασίλευς των 
Ἰουδαίων add’ ote εκεινος εἰπε βασίλευς εἰμι των Ἰουδαιων. 
Of the year of Christ’s death (του ενιαυτου exewov) ΧΙ. 49, 
xvill. 13 
Also of John Baptist v. 85 (cf. 1. 8) 
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Of John the writer xix. 35 
Of the beloved apostle xi. 25, xxi. 7 23 
Of Moses v. 46 47 
Of the disciple known to the High priest = xviii. 15 
Of Peter the denier vii 19, 25 (at x..6 BB b 
Orig Cyr omit exewvos) 
Of the disciples x1. 13 
Of Mary, sister of Martha xi. 29 
Of Mary Magdalene xx. 15 16 
Of the scribes and pharisees vii. 45 
Of the blind man ix. 9 11 25 36 
Of the sheep x. 16 


Of the false shepherd mod 
Of another teacher coming in his own name _ vy. 48 


Of Judas ΧΙ]. 26 27 30 
Of Satan vill. 44 
Of the Jews x, 6.35 (add xix. 15: by BLAS 


Laura’ Ὁ: Sod™° &-C 6 e g Cyr W-H Sod tat f) 
It is even found in the pericope de adult. at viii. 10 avaxuwas 
de ο ἴησους καὶ μηδενα θεασαμενος πλὴν τῆς γυναικος ELTEV αὐτὴ 
“Ἢ γυνὴ mov εἰσιν εκείνοι OL κατήγοροι σου, οὐδεις σε κατεκρινεν ;”’ 
Add xx. 15 of him whom Mary supposed to be the gardener 
(testimony of 28 and sy7 sin), and iv. 11 of the woman of Samaria 
(testimony of δὲ). 


Traces of Syriac (continued). 
John 

vi. 71. evs των dwdexa (—wv) BC*DL 230 ϑοαῦ *1 1 d aeth [against 

sah boh| and syrr only W-H [non Sod txt] (ὃν pro ὧν 604). 

vil. 84. + pe See under ‘‘ lmprovement.” 

vill. 89. εστε.. .ποίετε B ff vg (Orig) pro nre...emoute. W-H txt 

[Sod eote . . ἐποίειτε αν] t (Cf. syr sin). 
ΧΙ. 2. μαριαμ Β 89 syr W-H (Copt latin and the rest μαρια) 
§19. μαριαμ again BCDLA syr W-H, here, in another case “προς 

Map@av και Mapiau”’ instead of Μαριαν as δὲ and most. 


+ Soden should not include 33 for this. 

1 Soden’s notes are so constructed here as to be very obscure. The reading of B ποιειτε 
being relegated to the third series of notes with 133 (my 604) which latter however has 
av which is missing in B, and has nre against eore. The connection between these 
matters is lost in Soden’s apparatus as often elsewhere. 

§ Soden quotes “lat” for this accusative but neglects to speak of syr here, or 
above, or below. 


40. 


( ΧΙ]. 22. 


Σχῖν. 5, 


26/27. 
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But here only 33 138 Paris®’ Sod°** and 2°? are recorded for 
Μαριαμ.) 
The above should be noted as to a kind of indirect Syriac 
influence on B, for at :— 


. B (possibly C) and syr stm ALONE omit κυριε of all known Mss 


and versions except Hust 54, not quoted by Tisch or Horner or 
Soden; and the omission in Sod edition, relegated to his 
bottom notes as if of no importance! Has Soden not read 
Merz on this (p. 273 of the Schlussband) ? 


. Bholds μαριαμ here but with D and ACKLAITI Sod®” 33 138 


157 Paris’’, while δὲ maintains μαριαν ; the same applies to 
ἘΠ ὉΠ 
μαριαμ, Nominative, BC*K*L 33 157 Paris” syr (μαρια ὃδὲ rell) 


. μαριαμ ὡ B 1 [non fam] 33 Paris*’ Sod§ “1 syr (μαρια 


N rell) 

See below at xx. 16. 

—tas 8 alone with syr sim. Perhaps an error or deliberate 

harmonising with verse 44. Relegated to Soden’s bottom 

notes, where he omits sy7 sin (cf. Merz, p. 335). 

εβλεπον sine copula BC 16 245 Sod e arm pers (Orig) sah" 
et N° W-H. 

I venture to place this here, although the syriacs have a 
copula, since pers and arm are agreed to support BC, and 
possibly the old syriac underlying pers and arm was without 
it, and BC may represent the base here. The more so as in 
verse 25 οὖν or δὲ omitted by BC 138 e Orig only, is also 
wanting in syr sim. Soden quotes V for omission, but Lake 
does not record it. ) 

See under ‘“‘ Coptic and Latin.” 

This is a place of some importance, although involving the 
addition merely of the little personal pronoun eyw. Tischen- 
dorf says: ‘‘uuw...Praeterea BU 127 add eyw (sive ad υμιν 
swe ad seqq trahitur,” by which he means that we can read 
either at the end of verse 26 παντα a εἰπὸν vty eyw, OY TavTa 
a εἰπον ὑυμιν, and place the eyw at the head of verse 27: ‘“‘eyw 
εἰρηνην αφιημι vu.” 

As ἃ matter of fact Hvan 127, correctly reported by Birch, 
is misreported by Scholz and Tischendorf, for 127 reads in 
verse 26 παντὰ a eyo εἰπον vu as X 33 Sod* and not mavta 
a εἰπὸν υμιν eyo as BL 314 (= Sod°®), so that while 127 
definitely places eyw in verse 26, BL are indeterminate as to 
adding it at end of verse 26 or at beginning of verse 27. 
No other Greeks or Latins add in either place! Hort however 
crams it in after ὑμῖν verse 26 fin [R.V. does not, again 
opposing Hort]. Neither of the coptic versions has eyw in 
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John 
either verse, but the first word in sahidic of verse 27 is 


κω (= αφέημι) which might mislead the eye. In aeth 
however eyo 15 present in the same position asin BL. The 
situation in syriac is as follows: 

SyrPe says 26/27 wavta a εἰπον εγώ υμιν " expyvnv αφιημι 
eyo υμιν. Syr™*™ (lesson 150) has eyw in verse 27 but not in 
verse 26. Syr has eyw verse 26 fin without ὑμῖν (as Cyr only 
but abce filmy aur omit vas), and syr apparently has 
υμιν Without eyw (separately) but eyw separately verse 27 after 
αφιημι (Lewis ed. p. 254 note ‘‘Dissimilia” line 4, and 
photograph opp. Ist col. line 4). At any rate the εγω of BL 
seems Clearly due to the influence of a version. Tischendorf 
says nothing of the Syriac. 

[W* is wanting from xiv. 25 to xvi. 7 and 892 ceases on 
parchment at xiv. 23. | 

xix. 10. Matter of order and quite important. As to Pilate’s speech 
to our Lord. Instead of ove oidas ote εξουσιαν exw σταυρωσαι 
σε Kau εξ. exw aTroNvoat σε, the order is reversed to: 
απολυσαι ce...cTavpwoa σε by NBAK*N Sod° e and syr 
pesh [hiat sin] only, but with pers (doubtless representing 
the missing syr sin [Tisch forgets pers|) and arab W-H 
[against both coptics]. 

“WY all minn. including Paris®’ give us the usual order 
which Soden follows. 

11. In this connection observe the order δεδομενον cor here of 
SBD™LY and W Sod" * with syr and it’ Cypr Iren™ 
Orig™ 1/2 W-H Sod txt, against σοι δεδομενον of most and 
Cyr. The order in the previous clause κατ euov οὐδεμιαν of 
NBD™KLXWY 1 33 124 [non fam] 188 157 2"° Paris* 
Laura‘! W-H Sod txt is also Latin order. Observe also 
the o παραδους in this verse of NBEAA Sod°? 1059. min*"4 et 
W-H [non Sod txt] (for ο παραδιδους) = it vg syr: qui tradidit. 

txx. 16. μαριαμ (pro papa) B with NLNOII and W 1 33 715 πὲ 

wt Sod'?! 1222 sah boh syr Greg Nyss Sev δ. Tisch*** 
W-H“ [non Sod]. 
(See above at xi. 2, 19, 28, 32, xii. 3). 
This is quite noteworthy. It occurs in our Lord’s single- 
worded address to the woman—(and is the correct lingual 
antithesis as it were to the answer “ paSBour!”’ introduced 
in NB and the majority by εβραιστι but not by all) ;—whereas 


+ Paris” breaks off at xx. 15, the last leaves having apparently perished, as have 
the last leaves of the Apoc. in some mss, and as those or that of St. Mark where that 
Gospel came last. 
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sah boh do not use μαριαμ but papa earlier in the chapter, 
as do the rest. δὲ however has μαριαμ throughout. 
μαριαμ again BNL 1 33 20 [Sod teste] sah [non boh] syr 


Nonn 
. τίνος bis pro τινων bis B (sol inter gr) ae f r syr Cypr 
) Orig™ Eus. 
“Form.” 
eda Bav B [non W-H| 
C60 ( mp 
εραυνατε NBN Sod®°? (pro epevvate) ot WH 


εραυνησον NB*T [non Ν] (pro ερευνησον) 

The word occurs nowhere else in the Gospels. But at 
1 Pet. 1. 10 εξηραυνησαν by NAB* while in the very next 
verse 11 epavvwytes follows by NB* but not by A. 

At 1 Cor. 11. 10 epavva by NAB* and C, but at Rom. viii. 27 
only δὲ has εραυνων against B and the rest ερευνων. Finally 
at Apoc. 11. 23 epavywy is found in AC (hiat B) but ερευνων 
here by N and the rest. 
περα (pro περαν) B*"! Cf Liddell and Scott [non W-H | 

Soden does not care to record this in his foot-notes, so B 
remains alone. But it is an indubitable ‘‘ improvement.” 
ουχι ουτος (p70 οὐχ ovTos) BT et W-H 
μετα αλληλων (pro μετ᾽ adr.) B 157 soli [non W-H | 

Soden did not recollate St. John in 157 so does not record 
it; but he adds Sod Sod*! (presumably ¢€371 = Evan 4 at 
Paris) and VY although not reported by Lake. 
μοι (pro enor) BT Orig (Until BT were carefully collated 
Orig was always cited alone for this. No others seem to join, 
nor 892 nor Paris*’ more recently collated). W-H place μοι 
in text and do not consider evo: at all. Soden retains ewor and 
has no new evidence for μοι. 


. Kav (pro καὶ eav) NBDW Sod**" soli et W-H (ef. viii. 14 whi 


kav habent mss™ et sah boh, sed Orig & καὶ, cf. vill. 16 
kav & solus) 


. EOPAKES B* et W Sod" (pro ewpaxas) [non W-H] 
. εκυκλευσαν B 

. ev τὴ ἀανάστησει B(proev tn avactacer) [negl. Sod| 

. euTmaca( pro etovaa secund.) BC 


+ By using καν for καὶ eay at viii. 16 δὲ (alone) shows that this is a ‘“ preference.” 
The others do not have it there. Are they rizht at viii. 55? Observe that Clem*'* uses 
cay elsewhere. 


Z 
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Actually in W-H text because C supports. No marginal alternative. 
The Oxford text of 1910 restores εἰπουσα. I presume evraca is a “ form”’ 
and not a change of tense, but unless B intended a subtle variation 
between the first and second evrovea in the verse, it is difficult to see 
why he writes thus. Compare the versions. Jatin and sah make the 
jirst εἰπουσα = a past participle, and the second a present participle. 
(ειπων sec. loco by the critical codex 213 (= Sod'**) so often in the B 
group elsewhere.) Boh, according to Horner, conveys a past participle 
in the second place. 

In order to avoid burdening the apparatus in Part II. with a lot 
of minor differences in form or spelling,t I have not chronicled a 
host of places where δὲ or B write exrav for εἰπον. ὁ I wish I had 
done so however, as this case arises which might seem at first sight 
to require delicate treatment. But it will be seen, as neither δὲ nor B 
are constant in the use of εἰπαν, that it is merely a matter of 
occasional preference with either of them (indeed D writes ἔλεγον and 
ἔλεγαν in the same verse, John ix. 16) and that eaca secund. in 
xi. 28 is not to be regarded seriously. Some cursive Mss place a stop 
after αὐτῆς and before λαθρα εἰπουσα, but I do not think B was 
finessing here. Hort (‘ Notes on Orthography,’ vol. 11., p. 164, col. 11. 
top) says: ‘The participles εἴπας, εἴπασα are rare: the forms in -αντος, 
-avtes, -avta have no sufficient authority anywhere.’ It is regrettable 
that he did not refer to this place at John xi. 28 where εἰποῦσα is first 
used and then εἴπασα, by himself and BC only. He admits that εἰπαντος 
and cases other than the nominative are not recognisable in the N. T. 
Then why admit etaca in ΧΙ. 28? Why not have used eas at ix. 6 
where the discourse had preceded the act of healing? Cf. some Mss in 
note below at x1. 38. 


John 
xi. 37. ανυξας B*D [non W-H | 
§ 38. ενβρειμωμενος B*D (Cf. xv. 18 μεμεισηκεν BIX) 
xii. 15. Levwv (pro Σιων) B*A [non W-H | 
32. av (pro ear) B 13 [non fam] W-H. Here 157 
Sod’ *" Orig Ath Bas Chr Caes have οταν. 
(xiv. 13. autnte pro αἰτησητε BQ only and W-H™, It may be 


ellipsis or ‘‘ Change of Tense.”’ See thereunder and also as 
to the same form at xv. 16 by BLW. There Sod does not 
even record a:tnte although he did at xiv. 13. Sod**** alone 
improvises αἰτήσησθε at xiv. 13. ) 


+ Thus sometimes B spells παρησια with one p, sometimes it is § who does this. 

1 Thus taking for example John ix. we find ix. 22 26 εἰπαν by § alone, ix. 28 40 
ειπαν ND, ix. 20 essay NBL [not D], ix. 12 23 24 84 εἰπαν NBD. 

§ ἐμβριμουμενος NAU al. aliq; εμβριμωμενος plur; sed evBpipov W; εμβριμη- 
oapevos O*X 218 Sod'4 δι Andr et; (εμβριμωσαμενος ἰδ, ἐμβριμωαμενος Κ). 
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. 0 av θέλητε B 209 
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ζησετε pro ζησεσθε BUX 218 only, but adopted by Tisch on 
the ground that at v. 25, vi. 5157 58 &ce and ζησουσιν are 
found and not ἕησεται and ἕησονται, but, as he points out, 
ζησεται is found, without variation, at xi. 25. I place the 
matter here as it hardly seems right to put it under 
changes in verbal voices; yet a delicate shade of meaning 
seems to underlie one or other of these forms in the 
particular connection involved, and which one the writer of 
the Gospel used we shall never know. W-H follow BLX 
with ζησετε. Soden adds 213 (Sod’*) but does not follow it, 
yet 213 is a regular adherent to and confirmer of the B 
transmission. ) 


. (evn pro pewn NBL 89} Sod] 213 Paris W-H Sod tet. 


“Form” or change of tense. But Origen eupewn and Hus 
Cyr μεινὴ ut vid. ) 

( μενητε pro wewnre NABL Sod°** Paris” W-H Sod ἐμαί. 
The same applies here. Above a writes maneat but manseritis 
here, while d above has manserit (with most) but maneatis 
here. ) 


. οὐδὲ ev (pro ovdev) B. Cf. CW Sod ad xxi. 3 [non B] 
. οὐδε εἰς (pro ovdets) B 
. pevn (pro pewvn) S*ABD Paris’ Sod?” W-H Sod txt. Yet 


another Greek combination for this. d here has maneat but 
not ὦ nor the rest. ) 


Rell o eav θελητε et W-H & Sod 


οσα εαν θέλητε ὃὲ 


. γενησθε pro γενησεσθε BDLMXA min pauc Amphil Chr 


W-H [non Sod]. Ellipsis or intentional change? γινεσθε 
Parie’’..) 


. εἰχοσαν (pro evxov) NBN*LIP? 1[non fam] 19 mg 33 jt 


(negl Tisch Sod) Sod'** [non VY Paris] Origcod4 non ubiaue Cy pter 
W-H Sod tat (ειχαν D*). 

εἰχοσαν (pro εἰχονῚ NBL* (hiat N)IP I[non fam] 19 mg 
33 Sod°* 2° W-H Sod txt against the rest and against Cyr 
here (ecyav D*). 

Kape (pro Kat εμεὶ) NBC*LNW I[non fam exc. Sod] 
138 Sod* Cyr W-H Sod txt against the rest and Const Did. 
καμοι (pro Kat enol) BY Sod” 1[non fam] 33 188 W-H 
[non Sod| against δὲ the rest and Orig Eus Did Chr Cyr. 


ibid fin. τετηρηκαν (pro tetnpneacw) BDUW Sod™ soli vid et 


W-H [non Sod]. 
We have had imperfects (eXeyav) and aorists (ειπαν) 
frequently. This is‘ the first instance to be noticed of the 
perfect in this form. NN 33. substitute ernpncav. To 
the testimony of BDLW however we should add ὁ ff 
Z 2 
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which read τετηρηκαὰ (6 servabi, ff servavi). This various 
reading may have come from a copy in which the final v 
of τετηρηκὰ had become lost before the vuy following— 
TETHPHKANYN—but observe eyvwxa in the next verse, by a 
few cursives, is shared by most latt vett although no N 
follows there in the next word. 


. ἐδωκες (pro dedwxas) Be" See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
. €Omxes ( ,, 


, απῆλθαν NBDW W-H (et erecav NBCDELXW2 1 33 213 


) EBs %? 


Sod** W-H et Sod). 


. φησιν (pro emev) NBC*LXWYW1[22 Soden. Teste Sanders 


ex errore| 99 213 2° Paris™ -Bod™) πὸ προ Οὐ Wem 
Sod tat. 


. εδιδοσαν (pro εδιδου)ὺ NBLNXWY 1 22 138 2°° 604 (cum LX 


εδιδωσαν) Paris” Sod\* Κι Cyr W-H Sod tat. 

0 Tapadovs (pro o παραδιδου) Hither ellipsis or a variation 
witnessed to by NBEAA W-H** [non Sod] Sod? 1089 Ke 
min", but not the ones we expect, nor by WY Paris”, 
but = ἐέ vg syr qui tradidit. 

expavyacavy ΒΨ 33 157 249 w'* al’? Sod" W-H [non 
Sod‘*| a, but this is a change of tense as well. See under 
‘“‘ Change without Improvement.” 


. τάχειον ( pro ταχιον) B al alig et W-H [non &] 


(I have neglected the oft recurring differences between δὲ 
and B as to πείλατος and πίλατος, εἰστηκει and ἐστηκει) 


. paBBovve. BN sah Evstaméineaup. 63 777. ΗΙ (ραββωνει D) 
. αφειίονται B (αφιονται W-H™ ; αφεωνται W-H‘* Sod“ cum 


NADOX Sod” al. Cyr, et αφιενται plur et Orig. 


. χειραν BW and A οἷ, but (see under ‘‘ Genitive before 


the Noun”) BW μου τὴν χειραν, whereas A οἷ τὴν χειραν 
μου. (τας χειρας, — μου 1) d.) 


. ψεινομενὴς BA [non D hoc loco, sed DA ver 5 


προσφαγειον, non Β] 


. πλεοὸν (pro πλειον) NBCDLSXAO 4 88 122 814 Sod® Chr 


Cyr W-H Sod tat [against the rest and Basil] πλιον N al ? 
(1 22 ρὲ Sod abce ffr aur syr sin omit TX. τουτων.) 


Synonyms. 


. 40 (St. Tisch, ver 39 W-H Sod). οψεσθε (pro were) BC*LT?W 


X” (Sod 44) V fam 1 22 33 Paris” (Orig) W-H Sod tat. 
This appears rather more euphonious as: ερχεσθε καὶ οψεσθε 
than ερχεσθε καὶ dere. The latter is supported by the mass 
and δὲ and by Epiph Cyr Chr. As CLT? and WY join B for 
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οψεσθε with 1 22 33 Paris®’ it may well be fundamental as 
regards Egypt, but not necessarily as regards fundamental 
neutrality. [See Abbott for particulars as to Johannine 
diction in this respect. | 

υπηντησαν (pro atnvrncav) See in St. Matthew’s Gospel as 
to this pp. 24/26. 


. ἐθεώρουν BDILNX¥(A) 69 185 397 Paris®” Sod! 4 & Cyr 


W-H Sod txt for ewpwv (θεωρουντες pro ote ewpwv W, εθεωρει 
Laura*!, ewpaxev Sod’) involves a discussion of the 
synonyms for seeing and beholding etc. in this Gospel (see 
Abbott, ‘Johannine Synonyms,’ § 1598) and would not be 
profitable enough to discuss at length here, so that it need 
not detain us. I will only remark that in this same chapter 
at verse 19 θεωρουσιν occurs, at verse 40 0 θεωρων, and at verse. 
62 Pewpnre (or Oewperte), without variation among Mss, so that. 
a change has been wilfully made here in verse 2 by one party 
or the other. Which is the most likely to have altered the: 
word? (At vi. 86. ewpaxate occurs, and at vi. 46 ewpaxer, in 
both places unchanged except for Evan. 28 in the latter place, 
which Ms merely adds emiywwwoxes ἡ before εορακεν (sic) pr. 
loco. ) 

επαρατοι (pro emixatapato) NBTW Sod 1[non fam] 33 2” 
Sod* [non al. vid] Orig Cyr W-H Sod txt. This may be 
ellipsis, or it may indicate a preference, or it may be basic, 
for ἐπικατάρατοι is the expression throughout the LXX from 
Genesis to Jeremiah and therefore may have replaced 
επαρατοι.] 

αληθινὴ (pro adnOns) See under “" Improvement.” 

gover (pro carter) NABDLXWY fam 1 33 157 213 249 397 
ΡΘΕ ΙΒ 90d.) 0 MAK ΝΕ Cie Wy Sod tet, Τὸ does’ not 
follow that the rest are wrong with cade. The change may 
have been made by “scholars” for alliterative purposes 
following ¢wvys αὐτου ἀκούει in the verse. 


. ἐπλησθὴ (pro etAnpwOy) in the phrase “ny be οἰκια επλη. εκ 


43 


τῆς οσμῆς του μυρου.᾽ ‘This reading is found in B only, and is 
put aside by Hort and R.V. as not worthy of notice. The 
viciousness of their “ note”’ system is shown here, for neither 
Hort nor Souter give the reading in their notes, and the 
ordinary minor student, who is compelled to use these tomes, 
thinks of course that B agrees with the text ewAnpwOn as 
printed. But B deliberately used a word which is practically 
non Johannine (Soden does not add one single new witness 
for επλησθη), for the πλησαντες of many at John xix. 29 
[the only place in which a form of πλήηθω or πιμπλημι is found 
in the fourth Gospel] does not find any room in NBLX who 
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use a different sentence (σπόγγον ovy peatov ofovs pro on δὲ 
πλησαντες σπογγον ofovs Kat) Whereas πλήροω is fully 
Johannine, occurring at: 
111. 29. αὐτὴ ουν ἡ Xapa ἢ εμὴ TETANPwWTAL 
Vil. 8. ott 0 ἐμος καιρος (vel ο καιρ. 0 εμος) οὕπω πεπληρωται 
xl. 388. eva o Noyos Ἡσαιου του προφ. πληρωθὴ 
xl. 18. adr wa ἡ γραφὴ πληρωθη 
xv. 25. adr wa πληρωθὴη ο λογος 
Xvi. 6. αλλ OTL TavTA λελαληκα ὑμῖν, ἡ λυπὴ πεπληρωκεν ὑμων τὴν 
καρδιαν 
24. wan χαρα ὑμων ἢ πεπληρωμενὴ (Cf. τ 950. 1. 4, τι Jo. 12) 
xvii. 12. wa ἡ γραφη πληρωθη 
13. wa exwow τὴν χαραν τὴν ἐμὴν πεπληρωμενὴν εν EaUTOLS 
XVlll. 9. wa πληρωθη ο λογος ον εἰπεν 
32. wa ο λογος του lonov πληρωθὴη 
τὰ ee wan γραφη πληρωθη 
besides πληρωμα in John i. 16 (a word not used by St. Luke, 
who on the other hand uses forms of πληθω freely). 

Further, 7Apow is found in St. John’s epistles : 

1 John i. 4. wan χαρα ὑυμων ἢ πεπληρωμενὴ (Cf. Jo. xvi. 24) 
uJohnver.12. wa ἡ yapa ὑυμων πεπληρωμενὴ ἢ (N)Bvg.(Rell ἢ πεπληρ.) 
in the same phrase as in the Gospel at xvi. 24. 

Yet, if the critics could rake up from the Libraries a few Greek 
cursives with επλησθὴη in John xii. 3, upon their own foundations and 
rules they would be bound to insert the reading of B there. Such 
unscientific reasoning cannot affect Scripture harmfully here, since we 
are merely dealing with a synonym at this place. But the example is, 
or should be, a warning and a danger signal as to B’s methods elsewhere. 
If B is ‘‘ neutral ’’ when he writes Incovs for ὃ Incovs, even when alone, 
as Hort insists by repeatedly placing the article in square brackets on 
those occasions, why in the name of common logic is B not right when 
he gives us such a fine ‘‘ neutral’ form as ἐπλησθη, equally not found in 
other documents ? 

I insist, and I think the public will say with reason, instead of 
repeating to us ad nauseam what a fine man Hort was, and how much 
study underlay his text, that his followers should offer us some explana- 
tion of why they abandon B occasionally when that Ms 15 affected by a 
bad ‘‘sunstroke,” and not that they should cover up B’s solecisms by a 
conspiracy and a mantle of silence (which I charge to be unfair). This 
remark applies with even greater force to the next place of this kind to 
be considered, viz. John xii. 28, where B and Evan 5 alone are guilty of 
something very serious. See under ‘‘ Hopelessness of considering B 
neutral.”’ Both Hort and Souter’s Oxford edition abandon B, but cover 
up the matter by another conspiracy of silence. 
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In view of the foregoing, the next case may be referred with 
some confidence to an internal species of harmonistic effort 
(throwing some light on the other question of εμεινεν or 
διετριβεν at xi. 54. See under ‘‘ Indeterminate.) I refer to 
the substitution of : 

av noette by BOQY 1[non fam] 33 Ps-Ath Bas Cyr W-H“ 
[nil in mg] Sod [non tat], or av ecdnte Li 2°, ΟΥ̓́ειδητε av X, 
or noete av 22 213 3814 Sod", for eyvwKerte av, which as 
Tischendorf carefully explains may be a reflection of John 
vill. 19. NDW Paris” substitute γνώσεσθε which Tischendorf 
receives into his text. av nderte seems very likely an im- 
portation from viii. 19. 


Homototeleuton. 


ex Tov μαθητων των Iwavov B (but see under Syriac) 


. ἄπηλθεν βλεπων (—ovv Kat eviiyato καὶ nOev inter ἀπηλθεν et 


βλεπων) Be! 

Syr sin however differs: ‘‘ and when he washed his face his 
eyes were opened,” leaving out any question of ηλθεν 
which caused trouble in B. 

The arm is rather graphic here: ‘‘ He went, washed, came 
and saw.” 
ταυτὴν ἐντολὴν (pro ταυτὴν τὴν evtToAnY) ΒΒ. This must be 

an error and cannot certainly be referred to any Latin 
influence yet Sod°’’, a thoroughly bilingual codex, alone 
now comes to join B at this place! Note the only Greek 
witness in xix. 26 for αὐτου post τὴν pntepa to join the 
Latins ὦ ὁ nis Sed?” with Q. 

See beyond under the caption ‘‘ Historic Present.” It is in 
the same verse that NB alone substitute npev for acper. I have 
directed attention to the ¢tullit of gat at that place. Is it 
possible that Latin (ἐμέ and hoc mandatum) is responsible for 
both npev and ταυτὴν εντολὴν (— την) ὃ 


Homovioteleuton with Indeterminate Results. 


TEPLTATELTEWS TO φως exeTe. Depending on how carefully the 
original was made and copied must depend the correctness of 
the double variety περίπατειτε ws or περίπατειτε ews. B favours 
the former. In verse 36 ὡς stands plainly by SABDLWIY 
Did Ath. 

ΚΕΚΑΙΤΙΓΕΓΟΝΕΝ. καὶ has been inserted or dropped here owing 
to the proximity of κε. Nand most have it. BADELX 33 
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397 LauraA 1% Sod3? 1246 871 KN Cyr laté copt syr arm aeth goth 
drop it as do W-H [nil in mg] but not Soden (I wonder why). 


Homoitoteleuton and Homoioarcton. 


We can hardly attribute to homoioteleuton the shortened 
clause here. It would be charitable to do so, but itis evidently 
to remove an apparent (and not a real) pleonasm that 
NBC*LOXW 33 157 213 (Sod""*) boh pers aeth™ and only ar 
of the Latins give us καὶ omov (eyw) uTayw οἰδατε τὴν 
odov with W-H and Sod, instead of καὶ οπου (eyw) vTayw 
οἰδατε, Kat THY οὗον οἰδατε Of D and all the other fourteen 
uncials, all the cursives, syriacs (including sin), sah, latt, 
the other versions, and Cyril. Neither Ψ nor 892 follows 
the NB group here, and Paris” has καὶ orov eyw vrayo 
ovk οιἰδατε τὴν odov. (Observe that it is boh which 
supports NB etc.,and notsah. Further remove “ al. pauc”’ and 
“al” in Tisch Horner and Scholz after 33 157. It is doubtful 
whether any other cursives so far collated have the short form. 
Only the famous Sod’’? (= 213) appears as a new witness. 
Correct Wetstein also who cites goth for it.) οἷ, not cited by 
Tisch, has καὶ σπου vrayw eyw οἰδατε (— καὶ την οδον οἰδατε). 
Where D der (hiat d) and Origen omit ησους in the sentence : 
Reyes autos (Inoous) eyw εἰμι * ecotnKer de Kat lovdas, B alone 
with a changes the order thus: Aeyer αὐτοῖς eyw εἰμι IC ICTHKE! 
placing Inoovs after eyw ese and changing the form of the 
address. This jC crept in from the margin into the wrong 
place, or is an error of homoioarcton from ICTHKEl! following. 
Hort cut the difficulty by omitting Incovs from his text 
(with D 435 minn® [et Sod®* 1054] δ e r Orig) but indicates it in 
his margin as an alternative reading to place it where B does. 
But 7 (closely related to a) by omitting shows that in ὦ 
‘“‘ Jesus’ came in, as in B, from the margin. Why should we 
follow B a then and insert it in the wrong place? ὦ shows up 
the whole thing by writing ‘‘ Jesus autem stabat et Judas...” 


Compound for Simple Verb. 


For μηδὲ ερχομαῖι (or ερχωμαι) evade ἀντλεῖν of all others and " 
Orig 1/5, 8*B and Orig 4/5 (and these alone) write μηδὲ δέερχ. 
εὐ (δίερχομαι B, διερχωμαι S Orig) evOade avtrew. 

this, Tischendorf at last makes a remark which we eagerly 


avail ourselves of. He says: “(: epx- st scriptum fuisset, quis tandem 
διερχ- maluisset ?).” 
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After going through St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, and the first 
three and a half chapters of St. John, that is the best way he can put it. 
“Tf epyouar or epywpar be original who would have thought of changing 
to dvepy-”! But, on the contrary, in the previous hundreds of pages in 
this volume we have seen NB and Orig constantly improving or trying 
to improve. The answer to Tischendorf and Westcott and Hort (for of 
course dvepy- 1s found in the latter’s text, ““διερχωμαι with δὲ, rather 
than B’s διερχομαι, and no marginal comment) is that B often substitutes 
a simple for a compound verb, so that in these other cases an ‘‘ Antioch ἢ 
revision presupposes a change from simple to compound which ‘“‘ Antioch ”’ 
would favor. Why then not here retain the compound if original? 
Further, the context shows that ΕΡΧ following ΔΕ in ΜΗΔῈ (MHAEEPXOMAI) 
could easily give rise to διερχομαι. 

The middle-Egyptian fragment (published by Crum-Kenyon in J.T.S. 
vol. I does not have διερχ. (p. 428). 

Dr. Souter in his latest pronunciamento on B (‘Text and Canon,’ 
1913, p. 22) after referring to conflations in B at Luke xii. 47, xix. 37, 
says: ‘‘ But such features are like spots in the sun.’ t So carried away 
with B—(without real fundamental acquaintance with its pervading lack 
of neutrality, and indebtedness throughout to the ‘‘ Version tradition ’’)— 
was Hort, but Souter is absolutely inexcusable to write in this vein. For 
justification of our remark the reader need only read the previous and 
the subsequent pages in this volume. But on p.103 Souter fairly eclipses 
anything so far said as to the wonderful labours of Westcott and Hort. 

Now Dr. Souter is a capable and very well read man. Whence this 
fascination for an edition without fixed principles, or rather with an 
invented standard, and whose sponsors withheld (if they knew them) t 
the rules which should govern in identifying readings? It is a strange 
situation. For fear that any student might be independent enough to. 
think for himself once in a while, Dr. Souter delivers himself of this 
(p. 117): “Τὴ deciding as to which of one or more readings is the correct 
one, the final judgment lies with the trained common sense of the 
scholar. If it be replied that scholars differ, then the answer must be 
that for the untrained man the opinion held by most scholars, or by those 
whose judgment is most highly esteemed by the body of scholars themselves, 
is that which will be most safely followed.” 

This is immediately succeeded by the following : 

‘“‘ There can be little question that of all texts now in existence that 


t+ How about John iv. 46, Dr. Souter? Here B writes ηλθεν ovy παλιν ev kava for 
nA. ovv mad. εἰς τὴν kava. Is this a sunspot or a sunstroke? [B is followed by NX” 
(= Sod44 tremendously Latin) Sod'43 1443), 

t Hort’s ‘Introduction’ has no adequate foundation for his text in the matter of 
examples. It is throughout ‘‘ assumption” backed by wordy and pleonastic iteration, 
not by examples. 
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which commands the highest degree of assent among those best qualificd 
to judge is that of Westcott and Hort.” | 

Now the first part sownds logical enough, but it certainly is illogical 
to follow it up with the subsequent renewal of idolatrous admira- 
tion for Westcott and Hort, because Dr. Souter himself consented to 
allow his name to appear on the title-page of the Oxford edition, from 
which many of Hort’s readings are ejected, whether Souter approved or 
not. : 

We return to John iv. 15 where the Oxford edition is satisfied to 
leave δίερχωμαι of NB Tisch and W-H in the text. The Revision thus 
shares Tischendortf’s and Hort’s ideas that it would be folly to suppose 
that anyone finding ἐρχωμαι should have revised to διερχωμαι. 

Very well. That presupposes that every other Greek ms (including 
mind you, DLWY Sod 1 13 22 28 33 127 157 213 604 892 Paris®” all 
extant here, besides hosts of other important witnesses including Soden’s 
sympathetic codices from Sinai and Jerusalem) have been revised FROM A 
COMMON ORIGINAL, which we happen to know is not the case, because 
most of these mss have a partial base conforming toN and B. [Soden 
cannot produce a single new witness agreeing with δὲ or B. | 

It presupposes that every latin base has been revised (for none read 
the equivalent of διερχωμαι) although in countless places in the neighbour- 
hood some and often many Latins are found with N or B. 

It presupposes that D has also been tampered with, and W. 

Why this elaborate and terrific difficulty, instead of recognizing that 
our good old friend, the precursor of NB and contemporary of Origen, 
calmly made use of his little ‘‘improvements” or suffered one of his 
‘‘Japses’’ from homoioteleuton. 

The sah and slav versions have ‘‘ and I should not come out,” while 
aeth expresses “δῦ non veniam huc iterwm.” vg® adds amplius. Other- 
wise nothing lends its countenance to δίερχ. which 15 opposed by Origen*:**° 
himself, and by Cyr two hundred years later, which is a poor commen- 
tary on the ‘‘ watchfulness of Alexandrian scholars” (Hort) if dvepx- 
had been correct. 

As a matter of fact, but for διερχεσθαι in this same chapter (Jo. iv. 4), 
δίερχομαι is foreign to St. John’s diction, while being exceedingly common 
to that of St. Luke.f A glance at the concordance will show the situation. 

I think therefore that itis not a question of Tischendort’s ‘‘ quis 
tandem διερχ- maluisset,”’ but that dvepxy. is an error from the ΜΗΔΕ 
preceding. 

Dr. Hort (vol. ii. p. 226) explains his decision thus : 

“ Διέρχομαι is here used in its idiomatic sense ‘come all the way, 
which expresses the woman’s sense of her often repeated toil.” 

Exactly. Thus NB “improved” the record. 


+ Twenty times in Acts, ten times in St. Luke’s Gospel. 
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Hort continues: ‘‘ Being commonly used in other senses, the word 
was easily misunderstood and assumed to be inappropriate; and the 
change would be helped by the facility with which one of two similar 
consecutive syllables drops out.” 

Weare face to face here with Dr. Hort’s whole mental attitude in these 
matters and with our own. His studies led him to presuppose innocent 
copying on the part of B (p. 237), and avery pure archetype from which B 
was copying. Our investigations reveal a surprising degree of the contrary 
elements pervading B, of which we are giving examples at full length. 
Having established that the B text is full of ‘‘improvements,” we can 
only rank dcepyowae as another in the same class. Dr. Hort sees here 
the foundation text, abandoned by all copies, scribes, and versions, 
because the true sense (which he alone appreciates) was ‘“‘ easily mis- 
understood.” But the copyists and translators of antiquity did not act 
thus, and there is no trace of this left elsewhere, except in the aethiopic 
version (as recorded above) which once more reduces Hort’s mental 
attitude, and that of δὲ and B and their progenitors, to Egyptian soil. 
Hort says évepy. means ‘‘ ‘come all the way,’ which expresses the woman’s 
sense of her often repeated toil.” Exactly thus INTERPRETS aeth alone, 
retaining ερχωμαι but adding iterwm! And so INTERPRETS EHphr (against 
syr and diatess) ! 

John 
iv. 16. Immediately following this, we find cov tov avdpa by B 
and seven cursives which is the coptic method (for tov 
ανδρα cov) and where Orig 3/6 3/6 is on both sides. 

What happened to δὲ here? And W? What science is there in 
establishing dvepy. as ‘‘ neutral’? and basic in iv. 15 if in the very 
next verse we cannot tell what is and what is not neutral? Of course 
Hort knew, for he had support for B from a mixed lot of cursives: 69 
[contra fam] T1 74 248 254 Hust 32 and 60 [contra Evan 157 its sister], 
(Soden only adds 1 ΝῊ) so he placed the B reading in his text. But he is 
only following a ‘‘ version tradition,” one ὁ“ version tradition,” and that of 
Egypt, insodoing. Naturally, when you establish an arbitrary ‘“ neutral” 
text and make it a standard you can be free to act as you wish. This utterly 
unscientific stand (dcepywwat in verse 15) is now found to be adopted by 
the #.V. as exhibited in the Oxford edition of 1910 after thirty years’ and 
more experience since Hort’s text was published. I can only say that 
the ‘‘ majority of scholars” cited by Souter may be right, but I prefer to 
remain with the late Dr. Salmon, Canon Cook, Adalbert Merx and others 
in the minority. ‘‘ Facts are stubborn things,” as Adalbert Merx quotes 
on the first page of his first volume. I will not accept all B’s strange 
readings and aberrations because I am told to do so. Souter’s apostle 
Burkitt (see the unstinted praise on p. 129 of Souter’s ‘Text and 
Canon’) himself is on my side with Turner and others against this 
idolatry and even von Soden abandons NB and Orig 3/4 here. 
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VERB FoRM CHANGES. 


Change of Voice. 


v. 25. axovcovew B 22 188 357? (257 Tisch) Sod! Chr” Οὐ 
Hipp (Soden) et W-H txt. 

ακουσωσιν NLT’ Τ[γιογν fam] 33 69[non fam] 151 185 218 
314 2P¢ e¢ WY Paris” Sod’ +*69 & e¢ Sod tat. 


(audiunt c f vg") : 
but ακουσονται DATAATL une® minn pl et Hipp’ (Lagarde) 
ibid. ζησουσιν NBDL οὐ T'W l[non fam] 22 33 357 2P¢ χῖς 


+ Laura 4! | Soden non Lake| Paris’ [non 346 teste Ferrar] 
Sod?’ W-H Sod tat. 
but ἕησονται ATAATL unc’ al?! Hipp” Chr Cyr. 

As to the more recently recovered witnesses, W and Paris” join NB 
in both places, but VY has ακουσωσιν and leaves ζησονται alone, thus 
agreeing with Chr and Cyr, and 892 makes no change from the textus 
receptus; the new witness T', of course wholly ‘Egyptian,’ agrees as 
would be expected with W. 

The suspicious thing here is the position observed in Cyr and Chr, 
which is reversed in D, while the 1 and 13 families are divided. Would 
it not be better to follow Hippolytus rather than strain at the more or 
less imaginary ‘‘neutral”’ text here? Hipp is absent in the following 
but Chr and Cyr are on both sides. 

John 
γ. 28. ακουσουσιν BT'[negl. Sod] 157 Sod** Chr 1/2 Cyr 
W-H txt. 
ακουσωσιν SLNA (Sod) 33 213 397 Paris” a W@W 
LauraA 1 Sod}? Κι Sod tat [non 2P¢] 
but axovoovtat DAT AIL une rell minn Chr 1/2 Cyr°™ Bas 

Here W again agrees, and Τὶ with B, but not V, and 892 is again 
noticeable by absence from agreement with δὲ or B. Observe that 1 
and 69 do not repeat their change here and Sod” has ακουσουσονται 
sic. Paris®’ (with Orig) adds καὶ οἱ axovoavtes ζησουσιν repeating and 
confirming ἕησουσιν of verse 25, and thus is more consistent than VY which 
abstains from change here. 

John 


x. 14. See under “ Coptic and Latin.” 


+ Soden does not give Laura4104 at verse 28 below (his "ἢ. Has he copied 
wrongly from Lake ? 
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John 
(xiv. 19. ἕησετε pro ζησεσθε See under ‘‘ Form.”’ ) 


xiv. 23. ποιησομεθα (pro ποιήσομεν) See under “ Improvement” and 
note very specially. 


Change of Mood. 


ΧΙ]. 2. mapado: (pro παραδω) NBD [non T'W rel | 
(Cf. xiii. 29 wa te δοι D) 

As to whether οὐ really represents a change of mood or not in NBD 
here and elsewhere, it is worth noting that the new Ms W has eyvoz for εγνω 
in xvi. 19, so that οἱ for ὦ may merely be itacismic in NBD. 

But see Matt. xviii. 80 azodn δὲ (υἱοῦ amodon) pro atodw [not 
cited by Tisch or Sod], noticed by us in Postcript to Part IT. 

I have neglected all changes of mood following wa. They seem of 


no value in the premises. 
John 


xiv. 15. tnpnoete (pro tnpnoate) BLY [Sod non Lake] 5473 Laura! 
Sod?% 31 1091 1110 1349 Ke Y_ FT [non Sod tat| only and sah boh arm 
future against imperative of the rest and the other versions 
(δὲ 33 Paris®*’ Sod’ and a few τηρησητε). 


Change of Tense. 


iv. 21. πίστευε (pro πιστευσον) NBC*DLW 1 22* 138 fam 13 [non 
124] 2P¢ Laura’! Sod! 1° *«| male vid Sod* = i**] sah Orig 
Ath Cyr W-H™* Sod™ [non] 

vi. 12. We may include under this head ta repiocevovta by B only 
and 40 63 64 71 al? Sod'****"¢ [not indulged in by the real 
sympathising cursives] for ta περισσευσαντα of all the rest 
and Cyr (περισσευματα ἃ alig.). Neither W-H nor Soden 
follow B here. 

(A change of number occurs in the very next verse.) 
vii. 19. εὗωκν BDHII? 240 244 359 ha solv inter omn et W-H'* 
(pro dedwxev N rell) 
In these connections we must consider St. John’s manner. 
He employs the perfect almost habitually. 
39. ob πιστευσαντες (pro ot πιστευοντε)ὺ BUT (πιστευσοντες) W 
Evst 18 syr sin (cf. sah) Chrys°** and W-H tat [nil in mg], 
but apparently no others. Soden gives no new witnesses. 


Vili. 28. eXeyev (pro exter) NBDLNTXW fam 13 [non 124] 
LauraA ™ [negl Sod] Sod®*! 4 ®™ © it?! vg Orig Cyr W-H Sod 
tat. 


This looks like a strong combination, but it is opposed by 
all the sympathising cursives and 1 33 892 Paris” and Ψ. 
Why? Because εἰπὲν is right. The small band above 
changed merely in order to conform to edXeyov above in verse 
22. Again a question of “pairs.” Ver 22 edeyov ουν οἱ 
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Ἰουδαιοι..., then why not, said they, καὶ ἔλεγεν αὑτοῖς in 
ver 23. There would be no reason to change to εἰπεν if eXeyev 
were basic. 

See under “΄ Improvement.”’ 

The number of cases of change of tense in the Gospels can 
be doubled if we consider the readings of δὲ as well as those of 
B or NB together. 
npev (pro ape) NB soli cum W-H. See p. 354. 
ἄνοιξαν NBULXX?W Sod fam 1 fam 13 22** 33 157 213 
2495. 20° Paris*” ‘Sod’ 5 am ΟΝ Orig’ Chr” ΠΕ soe tar, 
against ἀνοίγειν by the great mass including D. This ἀνοιξαι 
must be an ‘‘improvement”’ to fit the remark to chapter ix. 
where the record is so complete of a cure of the blind. I 
cannot conceive of a “‘revision”’ under all the circumstances 
changing ἀνοῖξαι to ἀνοίγειν. 


5. οὐκ επιστευσατε (pro ov πιστευετὶ B452 63 71 157 248 259 


Sod Chr" 2!" (+ μοι) (383? 251 ove emiotevete) f [non Paris” 
rel]. 

Only the above-mentioned change, against all the rest and 
against the Versions. It is quite clear that it is an ‘‘ improve- 
ment” (following εἰπὸν ὑμιν) and not basic, and even Hort 
abandons B and does not record anything in his margin! The 
amusing thing is that King James’ translators (although the 
previous editions and Tynedale had the present) have ‘‘and ye 
believed not,’’ and Hort and the Revision actually set them 
straight here as against B and company, and of course the 
margin of the Revision is silent, whereas they could have 
mentioned B and ten other “ ancient authorities”’ for the past 
tense. : 

The point to observe is that the transition from ‘‘ J TOLD 
you...to...and ye BELIEVE not”’ offended B, and Hort by not 
accepting B’s ‘‘I TOLD you...and ye BELIEVED not”’ reproves 
B for an unnecessary nicety. Is not our case abundantly 
proved by this? If B is wrong here, he must be wrong in 
many of the other places which we have discussed. Fancy 
accepting ypev of NB in x. 18 (vide paullo post) and rejecting 
this harmless reading of B min® in x. 25! 
πιστεύω (pro πεπιστευκαὴ B* cX*(=Sod'***) t* | negl. Sod] sah 
boh (and syraethetc.). Also A.V." again. Not adopted by Hort. 

See under ‘‘ Coptic.” 


. EXELVN WS NKOVOEV, ἐγείρεται ταχυ καὶ EPKETAL προς αυτον. 


So Tischendorf (against his own group)f with the textus 


+ “Tischendorf’s text is, in my own opinion, right in many places where the text of 
Hort is wrong.” C.H. Turner (J. T. 8S. vol. xi. p. 183). 


Jobn 


xu. 43. 


49. 


ἘΠῚ 9: 


37. 
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receptus and most, but against Hort’s and Soden’s: exewn δὲ 
ws ἤκουσεν nyepOn taxv Kat ἤρχετο προς avTov with 
NBC(D)EiX W 33 218 249 397 Paris” Sod'?1™4 = Ν [4 has 
surrezit and venit, D® nyepOn καὶ epyertas, clearly a Latin 
influence on his Greek]. 

I suggest that this small but important group is perpetrating 
another ‘“‘improvement,” objecting to the transition from the 
past tense nxovcev to the graphic historic presents ἐγείρεται 
and epyerat. So at least thought Tischendorf, no mean judge 
of such matters, and he condemns his beloved δὲ by absolutely 
neglecting its testimony, down to the suppression of the 
connecting δε at the head of the verse. Ἷ 
expavyacav (pro expavyafov SB*DLQW et expafov une rell) 

B*'* inter gr cum sah et goth. 

An exception to the rule of ‘‘ pairs” is made here, and instead 
of edadnoa...edwxev, we are treated to ehadnoa...dedwxev by 
NBAMX and WY al. pauc. Did Cyr W-H Sod txt, while 
the rest favour edwxev. Now dedwxev may have been intro- 
duced by δὲ etc. to conform to St. John’s more usual use of 
the perfect, or the other side may have revised to edwxev (but 
observe that DA, the graeco-latins, have the aorist) for the 
sake of the “pair.” We will not insist. For at xm. 3 
NBKLT'W 188 Paris” Sod* have edwxev. 

πιστευητε (pro muctevonte) BC Orig 1/2 et W-H txt [nil in 

mg | 

ἀκολουθεῖν (pro ακολουθησα) Band C only. This is a 
most glaring change, yet Hort follows in his text without 
marginal alternative. And this amounts to following B alone, 
because he prints axoNovfev apt, whereas C (the only other 
authority for the present infinitive) has νυν ἀκολουθειν. More- 
over the fact of wilful change is shown by C, who alone with 
Evan 96 and Cyr also changes νυν ἀακολουθησαι in verse 36 to 
νυν ἀκολουθειν. The Oxford edition of 1910 representing the 
Revisers acknowledges that BC and Hort are wrong, for it 
restores αἀκολουθησαι without marginal comment. Upon what 
principle then do Souter and the critics so earnestly commend 
Hort’s ‘‘foundations” ? Once more they are shown to be 
imbedded in sand, and to represent the perishing piles of B. 
For the present infinitive is clearly introduced because of the 
propinquity of νυν and apt: both in verses 36 and 37. (Some 
few Mss, viz. 157 with 47 485 and the Latinisers 56 58 61, 
remove apt altogether in this verse 37. NXW vary the order 


+ See my remarks as to this in Part II. under “ Versions.” 
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of the following clause to ὑπερ cov τὴν ψυχὴν μου Onow, and 
some would couple apte with this sentence.) 

ov πιστευσεις (pro οὐ muaTevets)  B**'. This is a very pretty 
place, and will appeal to Coptic scholars, if not to my less 
well-informed critics. I know of no other authority for this 
except the bohairic version (all codices) which very definitely 
has the second person singular of the future tense: “~naect 
AN against the Gandia nyrmicreve an of sah. 
Could anything be more definite as to the situation as ᾿ 
between B and the bohairic? 

aitnte (pro aitnonte)  B(artnrar) Q only, is presumably the 
present conjunctive, unless merely a matter of ‘“ form,’ but 
both coptics have definitely the future. [In verse 14 B reads 
αἰτήσητε with the rest]. See below at xv. 16. 


. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 


In verse 7 μεινητε and pew 
are retained by those who 
δ se is change in verses 4 and 6. 


. aitnte (pro aitnonte) BLY [non Paris” non al. vid]. B is 


the only one to have this both here and at xiv. 18 (see above). 
It may be a version influence, but it occurs here in B at the 
end of a line. It can also be referred here to a continuation 
of the tense in the verse of wa vues vraynte...depnte... 
pevn...aitnte. This would bear out the general preference 
for ‘‘pairs’”’ as explained elsewhere. On the other hand, 
in the actual sentence ai:tnte would not square with δὼ 
following (of B etc.). We would have the pres. swbj. followed 
by the aorist subj. in this last clause wa ote av αἰτήῆτε Tov 
Tpa εν τω ονοματι μου Sw ὑμιν, Whereas we might expect δίδω. 
NS, some cursives and Cyr force the future dwce t on us to 
square with a:tnonte. Any way we look at it there has been 
forced tinkering with the passage, for others read dwn. As 
none read 66 we may look with suspicion on a:tnte of BLY, 
which Hort merely places in his margin. 

aper (pro ape) BD*I (epee Νὴ sah boh arm aeth W-H** 
Sod™. Of. Hil et tollet ὁ d ὃ gat aur Aug vg”, auferet a ff 
r Cypr (αφερει W), aufert e f q; tollit b vg. See under 
“ Improvement.” 


. εἐδωκες B, εδωκας A [non fam] 118** a®™ Paris®™ Sod 


W-H™ (pro δεδωκας rell) 


. εδωκες B, εδωκας ACDIT*W minn pauc W-H™ (pro dedwxas 


longe plur et Cyr). 


. πιστευὴ (pro πιστευσὴ N*BC*W Clem Hus W-H [non Sod], 


+ And fam 13 have rovro rotnoe ete. 
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John 
: but against the rest and Orig Ath Cyr. Probably to conform 


in a measure to πιστεύοντων in verse 20, for πιστευοντων 
is the correct reading there. 
xix. 12. expavyacay BDV min™ a W-H txt [nil mg]. See under 


‘‘Change without Improvement.” (ἔλεγον pro exp. λέγοντες 
N; of. NW in xix. 15.) 
15. mioteunte (pro πιστευσητε) N* BY (verse number wrong in 


Lake) Orig W-H [nil mg] (Latins credatis) against all the 
rest (Soden adds no new witnesses although printing in his 
text πιστευΪ σ]ητε) including W Paris” and Cyr [e and vg? omit 
the verse, but not the Dzat*’” nor any other authorities (syr 
sin still missing until xix. 41, but pers has it) ]. 

xx. 31. πιστευητε (pro πιστευσητε) N*B Sod W-H txt [mil mg] 
(Latins credatis) against all the rest including W the new 
fragment T° (Amélineau p. 47) and the Hust. in same publica- 
tion (p. 63) and Cyr again [Origen is absent]. Will Soden 
please explain why at xix. 35 he prints πίέστευ σ |nte and gives 
H** & Op in his upper margin, while here at xx. 31 he 
prints πίστευσητε (against Hort) and places πίστευητε H ** 1050 
in his second column of notes, although he adds 195 Ὁ 

ΧΧΙ. 6. ἐσχυον (pro ἰσχυσαν) NBCDLNAIIV [non W] 1 
[non fam] 4 15 27? 29? 88 124 [non fam] 262 270 aopw** 
Laura“ 1 Sod*? 1089 119 Cyy W-H Sod tat et valebant ὁ g ὃ gat 
foss aur dim vgg™ τα, poterant ab df r [hiat ff, none 4]. 

725. χωρησειν (pro χωρησαι) BCT ct Se et Sod?) Orig 
1/4 (1/4 χωρειν, bis ywpnoa). The fluctuation of Origen 
probably indicates revision and preference by B, for BC*N* are 
not even joined by W or Ψ nor by a single minuscule except 
Sod"? = Sinai’? (only ὉΠ χωραῖσεν sic). But Hort’s and 
Souter’s editions both adopt χωρησειν. Soden does not. 


(Historic Present.) 


As against the frequent change by NB in the other Gospels in favour 
of present or imperfectt over the past tense, there is but little to note in 
St. John’s Gospel. In fact at: 


+ Om. verse Ν᾿, 

1 Obs. 892 but not N or B at ix. 40 nxovoy for ηκουσαν and obs. N alone at xi. 43 
expavya¢ey (of the Lord’s command to Lazarus) for expavyacev. Only two vulgates °T 
have clamabit sic, simply an error for clamauit. 

Note also at xi. 3 εφιλεις for φιλεις by 1, Evst 29 Sod” arm. Observe Ν᾿ at xvii. 12 
εφυλασσον for εφυλαξα. There is a gross error here in Soden’s notes. He addsdrtoN 
for εφυλασσον. They do not read thus. Both custodivi. He has confused their reading 
of custodiebam for servabam as an interpretation of ernpovy earlier in the verse. Perhaps 
the eye of N was similarly misled! 
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NB and they alone curiously enough sabstitute npev for arpes 
in the clause ovders apes αὐτὴν am ἐεμου (of την ψυχὴν verse 17) 
αλλ eyo τίθημι αὐτὴν απ εμαυτου, Where NB must be wrong. 
They are opposed by N° and the rest Origen™ter et Orig 
Hustnanies Didrluies e¢ αἱ, and it is scarcely credible, but 
Westcott-Hort, acting on their rule that SB in combination 
cannot be wrong, actually insert npev into their text, which 
has overflowed (“some ancient authorities read’’) into the 
margin of the English Revision of 1881. The Greek R.V. 
naturally restores ape: to the text, but could not resist putting 
npev in the margin. The versions and every other Greek 
document are clear for the present tense arpeu. 

Instead of tollit of most Latins I find gat has tullit. Is it 
possible that this npev crept into NB from a graeco-latin with 
tullit or tulit 9 Ἷ 

Soden cannot find a single new witness for this absurd 

reading. Observe that it is in this same verse that B (alone 
with Sod’) has tautnv εντολην, “hoc mandatum” or “ hoc 
praeceptum”’ for ταυτην τὴν ἐντολὴν of all the rest. 
euevev (pro euevvev) is found in B [apparently alone of Greeks 
with 21 (Sod***)| with a bce fl of Latins [non d fr δ]. Syr 
sin apparently alone with pers and Chr°4 °° omits καὶ ἐμεινεν 
εκεί, or rather may agree with pers alone, and suppressing 
εμεινεν transfer καὶ exer to the head of the following verse. 
(Syr pesh has ἣν or fuit for ewewev.) W-H* prints ἐμενεν 
alone with B, and now 21. 
Here occurs a real Historic present: ἀποκρίνεται (pro απε- 
xpwarto of nearly all and απεκριθὴ of the few) by NBLXW 33 
Sod” and Paris*’ W-H [non Sod] and by them alone. All 
clearly representing one influence and one stem. And absolutely 
deliberate and eclectic as will be shown immediately, because 
two verses below at: 


. we find ἀπολλύει substituted for ἀπολεσει, but only by NBL W 


33 Sod! ff. Here X and Paris abandon the group. They — 
have been “‘ revised’ if you will, it matters not whether they 
have been revised or hold the true base exhibited by all others. 
The reason NBLW 33 adopt ἀπολλύει is apparently because it 
follows so close to deper at the end of the previous verse: eav 
de αποθανηὴ πολυν καρπον φερει .ο φίλων την ψυχὴν avTov 
απολλυει avtnv. Thus it not only bears on the previous φερει 
but has reference to the harmonising of ¢sX@v with ἀπολλύει, 


+ For npev at John v. 9 eq have tulit, and not sustulit; at John xi. 41 for ηραν all 
Latins (except p r) have tulerwnt, and not sustwlerunt. 


John 


xii. 98. 
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and thus constitutes another affair of ‘ pairs.” There can be 
no question about it. They do not however change φυλαξει 
in the next clause, which only shows how imperfect, or rather 
personal, was this Alexandrian revision. I speak with some 
confidence—as I draw towards the close of this essay—for if 
“Antioch”? had been the censor here, besides changing 
atroXdvet to ἀπολέσει, Why did they leave φέρει alone and not 
change that to a future οἴσει Ὁ 

As a matter of fact Origen and Nonnus exhibit to us the 
attitude of the ancient minds at this place for they do write 
φυλασσει for φυλαξει, and ff with its Egyptian affinity writes 
perdit...odit...custodit (ὃ 6 f l custodit). 

Will Soden explain why he rejects ἀποκρίνεται of NBLXW 
33 Paris*’ in verse 23 and adopts απολλυει of NBLW 88 
Sod*"' ff in verse 25 Ὁ 
Again here, as at xil. 23, we find αποκρινεται substituted 
for απεκριθὴ by a somewhat larger group involving NABCLXW 
Sod”? fam 1 fam 15 22 33 138 157 213 254 2?° Paris®? Sod} 351 
W-H Sod txt. Tisch says of the minn “ al',” but observe 
that only fam 1 fam 18 22 138 157 213 and 254 of the same 
family tendencies swell the chorus of 33 Paris®*’ sung in the 
former place. Syr is λέγει, but all latt respondit as at xu. 23. 
ἀποκρίνεται seems clearly an “improvement” by the few. 
Observe their record in the other Gospels as to Historic 
presents. So far in St. John they had successfully resisted 
the temptation to change. If really basic how is it that fam 1 
fam 18 22 138 157 213 and 254 did not follow in xii. 23 as well 
as in xi. 38? 


Change of Number. 


επερισσευσαν (controlled by a) BDG®W 67 Sod’ Evst 60 
(P*") copt lat W-H [non Sod] against the singular ἐπερίσσευσεν 
by the rest and Amélineau’s new Egyptian Hvst, see his page 
64, and (απερ ἐπερίσσευσεν Cyr). The plural is more or less 
Egyptian (Coptic) and the Latins use it. When W joins in 
these places with D it is a pretty clear intimation of “‘ version ”’ 
tradition and influence. In the next verse we get an intima- 
tion of which version, for, while the Latins hold the singular 
onuecov With δὲ and majority Greeks and versions, B6*X°” only, 
with a arm syr hier and BOH only, have the plural onueva.t 


} There is great danger of ὃ (Sod$ 30 being quoted here instead of ΘΒ), for Soden’s 
symbols read in verse 13 H5101430 and in verse 14 H5130, By 80 ε 80 is meant (ΘΕ) 
whereas 6 80 is }. 
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. edov BA minn perpaucad fl gq (following turbae) sah boh 


aeth syr W-H Sod tat (ιἰδον LNW) [ pro ἰδων TAA unc’, et 
εἰδεν ND*X? bc ff g 6 vg (following turba) σκοπιαζεν Nonn]. 
This is again rather Egyptian. (ιδοντες 67 218, εἰδως Sod” 
Eases) 


. ἐστιν Ta προβατα NABLXW Sod? min™* Const Hus Cyr 


W-H Sod txt (for εἰσιν ta tpoBata) but this is exceptional. 


. yevnoovtar (pro yevnoetat) BDLUXWY I[non fam] 33 213 


2re Sod’? d f vg? goth sah boh arm Clem 
(Variant Chr codd inter ecetat et ecovtar. Cf. verss). 


. akovovow (pro axover) following ta προβατα NBLXW 


Sod? fam 13 33 157 213 249 397 Sod! 4m™N ὦ et latt Hom’ ? 
Orig 4/6 Bas 1/4 Cyr W-H Sod tat (axovewow Paris®’) but 
against all the rest and D* and Clem Orig 2/6 Hus Bas 3/4 . 
That. 

As showing that this must have been changed originally 
from axover we note that δὲ alone follows with αἀποληταῖι for 
απολωνταῖι. 

ὃ (pro ἃ) See under “ Improvement.” 


. εἰσιν pro eotw (following mavta ooa) NBCLUNXY et WY 


83 157 218 314 Sod Paris®*’ W-H Sod txt latt copt et d ὃ 
[contra D* A®]. Cyril has ectw against the Egyptian group. 
τινος bis (pro τινων bis) 8B (sol inter gr) ae f syr Cypr Hus 
Orig™ Aug Pacian Auc?’™ W-H™. 


Change of Case. 


This is quite an important place. εσομαι ομοιος υμιν ψευστης 
by BADW fam 1 52138 157 254 2P¢ only of Greeks, and Jatt: ero 
similis vobis mendax (against Tertullian’s genitive ero similis 
VESTRI mendazx), instead of ecopar opotos υμων ψευστης. Soden 
only adds 138 (B ὦ G add’’) to the Greek witnesses hitherto 
known and does not follow in his text, abandoning Hort’s ὑμῖν. 
The dative after ομοιος is as legitimate in Greek as the 
genitive, and throughout the N.T. is generally used. ‘There- 
fore in opposing δὲ and the mass here (including VW 892 and 
Paris’) B must be seeking for something. What was he 
doing? Whois right? Which is the harder reading? Was 
B influenced by the Latin, or did the Latins have υμιν 
and not ὑμων before them? Well ὑμων being the harder 
reading is I think distinctly to be preferred, and va to be 
relegated to the large scrap-heap of attempted “‘ improve- 
ments.” St.John himself near by (ix. 9) says opovos avtw and 
in 1Johniii. 2 we find ομοιοι avtw. Butif St. John uses the geni- 
tive vuwv in the fourth Gospel at viii. 55 why not let it stand? ~ 
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John 
Our Lord was saying to the Jewish crowd: ‘And ye have not 


known Him, but I know Him, and if I should say that I do 
not know Him, I should be like a liar among you,” or, like a 
liar of your sort, rather than ‘‘like to you a liar.” In other 
words the genitive seems to convey that sarcasm} which not 


1 Dr. Burkitt (‘The Gospel History’) has this to say about the fourth Gospel: 
‘*‘ There is an argumentativeness, a tendency to mystification, about the utterances of the 
Johannine Christ which, taken as the report of actual words spoken, 7s positively 
repellent” (p. 227). And again: ‘‘ For we have not done with the Fourth Gospel when 
we have made up our minds that neither the narrative nor the discourses are to be 
regarded as history, as matters of the past fact”’ (p. 229). And again: ‘‘ Especially am 
I sure that we shall never do justice to this Gospel, so long as we treat it as a narrative 
of events that were seen and heard of men. Itis not a competitor of the Synoptic 
Gospels. But, you will say, what becomes of the truth of the Gospel?” (p. 285,6). 
And once more: ‘‘ Then again, as I have already observed, the actual words which the 
Evangelist ascribes to our Lord when the Jews ‘ persecute’ Him for healing on the 
Sabbath were calculated rather to exasperate than either to appease or instruct them” 
(Ρ. 238). And lastly: “Νοῦν, if we look at the form and manner of these words, 7¢ is, I 
am convinced, impossible for one moment to imagine that they can represent an accurate 
account of any man’s defence of himself after outraging the religious susceptibilities of 
powerful adversaries. It is not in the least the kind of thing which a phonograph would 
have reported ”’ (p. 238/9). 

But surely the other Gospellists have something of the same kind to say of Christ’s 
manner on certain occasions! And as to deep sarcasm how about Lwke xvi. 9 ‘ And I 
say unto you Make to yourselves friends (out) of the mammon of unrighteousness, that 
when ye fail they may receive you into everlasting habitations’? No satisfactory 
interpretation of these words has ever been made, save that they convey a biting satire. 

In the above quotations from Dr. Burkitt’s book (chapter on the Fourth Gospel) I 
do not wish to do him any injustice by quotations perforce divorced from their context. 
He has said, rather unnecessarily, of me that I do not know the difference between a 
dilettante and a scholar. However that may be, I think I can detect the difference 
between an unbeliever and a believer! For in all Dr. Burkitt’s writings he distinctly 
disavows his belief in our Lord’s saying, recorded in the Fourth Gospel (xvi. 26): “ But 
the Comforter, the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach 
you all things and bring to your remembrance (/7t. remind you of) all the things which 
(πάντα ἃ) 1 said unto you.” In the face of this Burkitt writes again and again such 
things as this: ‘It was necessary that the disciples should reverence and love their 
Master; far more necessary that they should remember His phrases. Bwt the conditions 
were not specially favourable for accurate renviniscence”’ (op. cit. p. 145). “1 imagine 
it to be one of the most delicate of the problems which confront the investigator of the 
Gospel History to determine how far the sayings of Jesus reported only in the Gospel 
according to Matthew are, in the narrower sense, historical ; how far, that is, they are 
a literal translation into Greek of words which Jesus once spoke... It is not only a 
question whether this or that sentence or illustration comes really from a later time ”’ 
(p. 191/2). “If the picture presented in 8. Mark’s Gospel be in all essentials true, it 
will give an essentially reasonable account of the ministry. I do not mean it will contain 
no stories of what are called ‘miracles’ or that we should at once be able without mis- 
giving to accept every incident as having actually occurred in the way related ”’ (p. 66). 
“41 have said that our Evangelists altered freely the earlier sources which they used. 
They changed, added, omitted. This sounds, no doubt, very terrible and dangerous. 
Let us put the statement then in another form, a form quite as legitimate, but less 
shocking. Let us say that the Evangelists were historians and not chroniclers. This 
does not assert that they were trustworthy or even truthful” (p. 21). 
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unoften underlies our Lord’s addresses to those who were 
baiting him and lying in wait to ‘“‘catch him in a word.” 
The original Aramaic of John vill. 55 we can only surmise, 
but the Syriac is plain, not ‘‘ like you a har,” but ‘a liar like 
you” ‘‘mendax sicut vos.” Malan says: “1 am for myself 
a liar like you,’ and adds in a note: “the construction is 


But for cold, calculated apostasy, note the following: 

**That the Gospel according to Mark contained the story of the Resurrection of 
Jesus Christ is surely no reason for questioning its right to rank as an historical docu- 
ment... There is no doubt that the Church of the Apostles believed in the resurrection 
of their Lord. They may have been mistaken, but ‘there is satisfactory evidence that 
many professing to be original witnesses ’"—I will not say, with Paley, ‘ of the Christian 
miracles’: that claims too much, but certainly that Jesus had been raised from the 
dead— passed their lives in labours...’” ‘‘ Let us add, what Paley omitted, the abiding 
personal influence of Jesus in the memories of the first disciples, and let us concede that 
like all other men they may have been mistaken: with these amendments, Paley’s 
famous allegation still stands. Yet no considerations of this kind explain the vitality of 
the Christian religion: we do not know why tt lived and lives, any more than we know 
why we ourselves are alive” (p. 74/75). 

Into this last sentence, in my opinion, is compressed a whole world of base denial 
of the great foundation of the Christian religion, and of its founder, whom the writer 
calls ‘ our Lord.’’ The Christian religion lives because, apart from cold historicity, the 
Spirit of God still moves upon the waters of men’s hearts and convinces (the original 
reads the future ἐλέγξει) them “of sin, of righteousness, and of judgment,” as the 
Founder promised when He said it was necessary for Him to go away from them, but 
that He would send the Paraclete to replace Him (John xvi. 7/14). 

Dr. Burkitt, with many others, does not believe in the xi chapter of St. John 
although it is attested by all documents, and in no uncertain manner, for textual 
differences there (quite unlike those of the pericope de adult.), are exceedingly small in 
number and very moderate in scope. ‘For all its dramatic setting it is, I am 
persuaded, impossible to regard the story of the raising of Lazarus as a narrative 
of historical events’’ (p. 223). This, because ‘‘there is no room’? for it (p. 222) 
in St. Mark’s narrative. But upon the same grounds of criticism, both ‘ lower”’ 
and ‘‘ higher,” we must excise the long and most detailed ix*® chapter concerning 
the definite healing of the man born blind about whom there was such a stir. 
And these excisions must logically be followed by the suppression of the xi" chapter to 
the Hebrews concerning Faith. The result will be ‘‘ shipwreck,” as St. Paul graphically 
foretold in the first chapter (ver 19) of the 1st Epistle to Timothy, following it up in the 
Qnd Epistle (ch. iii. 1/5) by his warning as to the character of the ‘‘ heady ”’ leaders of 
the last times (προπετεῖς, ““ headlong, rash”’), “‘ wrapped in smoke and mist of conceit and 
folly” (τετυφωμένοι), ‘having a form of godliness, but having denied (so #.V.; Gr. 
ἠρνημένοι) the power thereof.” 

I said to such an one recently in Germany: ‘‘ But, my dear sir, the trouble with 
these people is that if the good God himself came down and told them that the xit® 
chapter of St. John were absolutely true, they would not believe Him.” His answer 
was “ Neither would I”! 

Does not this justify St. Paul’s prophetic “" προπετεῖς, rerupwpevor..., ἔχοντες 
μόρφωσιν εὐσεβείας, τὴν δὲ δύναμιν αὐτῆς npynpevor”’! 

As regards the lower criticism I would like to add that in the xi'® chapter of St. 
John there are few textual alterations, far fewer than in the succeeding chapters, and if 
on lower grounds the xit® chapter should have to be ejected, then the whole Gospel 
would have to go. 


John 
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remarkable.” The German version is very explicit: ‘So 
wiirde ich ein Liigner gleichwie Ihr seid.” Tertullian seems 
here to be a star-witness against the Latinism of B. 

B and the few are therefore accused here with Hort 
of following Latin, or of making a false grammatical 
improvement to the basic text. The Oxford edition of 1910 
(without footnote) changes Hort’s vuw back to vuwy, avoiding 
B’s “sunstroke.”’ I call it a ‘“‘ sunstroke,”’ for observe that 
besides the opposition of N and the rest, the new Egyptian 
Ms Τ᾿ (so friendly otherwise) also has vuwy against B. 
πατήρ ayle Sic (pro matep aye) BN sole vid 
ov πατὴρ (pro συ πατερ) BDNW against the rest and 
against Clem. (matep συ Sod”, -- πατερ diatess, illeg. syr sin.) 
πατὴρ (pro matep) BAN only here 
πατὴρ δικαιε 816 BAN (δικαίαν) only here 
We now come to rather a peculiar case: 
εξηλθεν ουν o μαθητης 0 αλλος ο γνωστος του ἀρχίερεως 
BC*L 218 (and no others except X Paris” os nv γνωστος Tov 
apxlepews) instead of .. .ος nv γνωστος τω αρχίερει Of all others 
and NW. [N exceptionally εξηλθεν ovy o pad. exwos* os nv 
γνώριμος τω apyiepe.| The genitive does not seem to 
be a version influence, and yet, if correct, implies a change 
by all other authorities! (Boh can be read either way.) 

Besides occurring here (and in verse 15 just before: ην 
γνωστος τω ἀρχίερει, Where the dative is constant in all Mss) 
γνωστος does not occur elsewhere in St. John nor in the other 
Gospels, except at Luke 11. 44 (και tows γνωστοις), xxill. 49 
ί(παντες ot yvwortot) both times in the plural, but it occurs ten 
times in Acts and everywhere with the dative, except at iv. 16 
where it is used purely as an adjective (γνωστον σημείον yeryove 
δι avtwv) and at ix. 42 where no case follows (γνωστον δὲ 
eyeveto καθ orns της lows), so that St. Luke does not use the 
genitive. We have to turn to the single other remaining 
occurrence of the word in the N.T. to find the genitive. 
I refer to St. Paul’s use of the word at Rom. 1. 19: 
duott TO γνωστον Tov θεου davepov εστιν ev avtos. Cf. 
Moulton’s Winer, p. 295. 

In the case we are discussing in St. John BCL seem to 
stand absolutely alone with Westcott and Hort (no alternative 
in the margin) and Soden (adding 213 = his’®) although Cyril 
definitely opposes them with the mass. Why should Cyril 
tell us what to read, or rather what to omit at Luke xxii. 34, 
and be denied a hearing here? In the very next verse W-H 
accept Cyril’s testimony when backing the same Mss BCLX 
for the unusual order λέγει ουν tw Πετρω ἡ παιδισκὴ ἡ θυρωρος. 


against Clem. 
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John 
The science in such matters is evidently incomplete, for the 


Revisers disagree with Hort in both places! They agree with 
Cyril for the dative after γνωστος and disallow the above order. 
txix. 31. ἦν yap μεγαλὴ ἡ ἡμερα εκεινὴ tov σαββατου (pro .. -εκεινου 
του caBBatov) B*H 885 691 [non fam sed diserte tov 
σαββατου exewn| 188 157 247 3817 6P° pt is" Zz" al. aliq Sod*™ 
et Hlz*c f g gat vgg (instanter >illa dies vg?) pers arab Cyr. 
The versions and 7¢" favour ἐκείνου, but pers and arab go 
with B* for exewvn and syr pesh (sin still missing) has a force- 
ful repetition ‘‘ Dies enim erat magnus dies Sabbathi illius” 
as rendered by Schaaf and Gwilliam, but Malan prefers to 
render ‘“‘For it was a great day that day of Sabbath” 
(ΟἹ comes last in the sentence). Hort only places exewn 
in his margin, but Cyrtl proves that B* was the correct 
Alexandrian reading. While pes (in the absence of syr sin) 
reads more simply than syr pesh, for pers = ‘‘for that day 
was great” (Malan™), “οὐ ille dies magnus esset’’ (Walt'™), 
and I think may represent sy7 sin. 


Change of Person. 


xx. 18. o7¢ ewpaxa (pro ott ewpaxev) NBNXW LauraAl a g gat 
aur vg sah boh aeth syr sin (ewpaxapev Ὁ 33 [ε΄ Luc xxiv. 11], 
but all others and sy7r rell Cyr ott εωρακεν). 

ewpaka with ots is strange and of course the more difficult 
reading. Hort spaces: μαθηταῖς ὅτε ᾿Εώρακα τὸν κύριον. 
καὶ ταῦτα, but does not intimate a various reading in his 
margin. There is no particular objection to the receiving 
of this rather strange lection. I would only remark that 
whereas in coptic xe Almas is legitimate, the ot in 
Greek and Latin is rather illegitimate [ὃ c de ff§ have quod 
vidit, f α 7: quia vidisset, only a g vg: quia vidi] and in 
view of our other coptic sympathies [see under that heading | 
NBXW very likely imbibed the coptic and do not represent 
a ‘neutral’ base at all! Even syr sin is not free from the 
reflex action of the coptic versions. Soden brings forward 
Laura“? as the only new witness, but does not adopt 
ewpaxa in his text. I notice that Amélineau’s Hvst (p. 62) 
has ewpaxape (with § 99). 


+ In Tischendorf’s apparatus B is not properly quoted. Gregory rectifies the matter 
in his Hmendanda,. B* reads exewn. B? or B® execvov. 

του σαββατου εκεινου D**? LNY 73 t** Paris’? Sods 3%, 

§ fis misrepresented by Tisch and Horner for vidi. 
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Change of Possessive Pronoun. 


John 


xii. 28. μου (pro cov) See under ‘‘ Hopelessness of considering B 
neutral.” 


Genitive Absolute. 


As in St. Luke’s Gospel so in St. John’s there is a marked absence 
of any dative absolute. In fact there is no trace of it if we except xx. 19 
where τὴ nmepa εκεινὴ TH μία (των) σαββατων (interposed between two 
genitive absolutes) might be considered as one, with oven understood. 
The genitive absolute itself is quite rare, other expressions replacing 
it on countless occasions. Thus, whereas at xx. 19 we find ovons ουν 
owias, TN ἡμερα εκεινὴ TH pla (TwV) σαββατων, Kat των θυρων κεκλεισμενων 
...,1£ we turn to vi. 16 we read ws de oa εγενετο, and at vil. 10 ws de 
aveBnoav ot aderpot αὐτου. Or il. 23 ws δε nv ev (τοις) Ϊεροσολυμοῖς εν τω 
πασχα, or iv. 28 αφηκεν ουν την υδριαν αὑτῆς ἡ γυνη, Kat aTndOev..., Where 
we might expect to find genitive absolutes. The same applies to ix. 11, 
xl. 43, xu. 3 14, xi. 4, xvu. 1, xvii. 1 18 38, xix. 1 and other places. 
Real genitive absolutes are observed and appear to be limited to the 
following places: 
John 
iv. 9. ovons yuvatkos Σαμαρειτιδος (or >yuv. Lap. ovens) 
51. dn de avtov καταβαινοντος 
vi. 23. evyapiotncavtos του Κυρίου 
vu. 14. dn de της εορτῆης μεσουσης 
vill. 80. tavta avtov λαλουντος ἵ 
xii. 87, τοσαυτα δε avtov σημεια πεποιήκοτος εμπροσθεν αὐτων 
xl. 2. καὶ δειπνου yevopevou 
ibid. του διαβολου dn βεβληκοτος... 
but not in xiii. 4 as might be expected. 
Then none until : 
Xvi. 22. ταυτα de avtov εἰποντος 
xx. 1. σκοτιαᾶς ett ovons 
19. ovons ovy οψιας 
ibid. καὶ των θυρων κεκλεισμενων 
again : 
xx. 26. των θυρων κεκλεισμενων 
xxl. 4. mpazas δε ndn γενομενὴς 
11. και τοσουτων οντωνὶ 


+ Instead of as at xi. 48, etc., και ταυτα εἰπων. 
1 Add vi. 28. For ἄλλα ηλθον πλοιαρια, N reads ἐπελθοντων ovy των πλοιων and D 
(cf. br syr cw) αλλων πλοιαρειων ελθοντων [but ὦ aliae naviculae venerunt]. 
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Now the same remarks apply here as those which I made under this 
head in St. Luke. The supposed ‘‘ Antioch” revision has made no 
changes in St. John or in St. Luke from genitive to dative absolute. 
Then why should Lucian (or another) be accused of doing so in the 
Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Mark? Instead, does not the plain fact 
of the case stare us in the face that it was ‘‘ Alexandria” which dis- 
approved of certain dative absolutes in Matthew and in Mark and replaced 
them in their revising process by genitive absolutes? The case, it seems 
to me, is proven. 


Genitive before the Noun. 


Referring to iv. 16 (see remarks under ‘‘ Compound verb for simple’) 
we find a number of cases in this Gospel, as at: 


John ee 
iia 


5 
Xvl. 6. ἡ AUTH πεπληρωκεν VOY THY καρδιαν 
xvll. 6. σου To ovopa 
Xvlll. 37. μου της Pwvys 
where all Mss are practically agreed. And as below where the 
MSS are not in exact agreement : 
xiv. 80. 0 του κοσμου (Tovtov) apywv Most, but: 
0 ἄρχων Tov κοσμου (rovtov) 1 fam 13 138 2P¢ Paris” e vg 
Hipp Orig Bas Ath Cyr. 
xy. 10. καθως eyw tas evtoNas Tov TaTpos μου τετηρηκα Most and 
Cyr, but: 
καθως Kayw Tov TaTpos (μου) Tas ἐεντόλας τετηρηκα δ) αὐ ff 
g vg Chr Novat. 
xvill. 10. tov tov apyrepews Sovrov the usual Greek construction as 
exhibited by most (pontificis servum g q 6 vg), but: 
Tov OovAOY του ἀρχίερεως NDS 242. Sod4t 3.4 bc ey 


ir 


. Kal τῶν κολλυβιστων εξεχεε TO κερμα (Ta κερματα BLT WX) 


xix. 20. ote eyyus nv οτοπος τῆς πολεως Most, but: 
OTL εγγυς NV τῆς πόλεως οτοπος txt recept and W 1 13 138 
Paris” al. it” vg copt syr arm. 

24. μου Ta ιματιὰ = N*"' cum οορέ (— μου 127) 

34, αὐτου τὴν TAevpav Nearly all Greeks with copt, but Orig”® 
with 69-346 [non 13-124] 317 348 397 Paris*’ and the Latins 
and Syriacs have τὴν πλευραν αὐτου. | Hus doubtless read the 
former order, for he writes tov ayvov tov θεου λογχὴ την 
πλευραν evuEe. | 

35. αὐτου εστιν ἡ μάρτυρι δ ΒᾺΝ plur Orig” 
εστιν αὐτου ἡ μαρτυα ΠΘΚΝΒΌΔ min**, but: 
εστιν ἡ μαρτυριὰ αὐτοῦ HY min™ latt”™ Chr Cyr 
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NDLW 33 Evstamélineau p. 62 got (om. 
μου dl) 
against τὴν χειρα 


Σ μου τον δακτυλον 


“μου τὴν χείρα 
μου τὴν χεραν BW μου rell et Cyr 
μου Tas yetpas D (om. μου d) (-- μου 1 a) 
N.B.—Soden adopts μου την χειρα with NL 33 Hystsmétineau 
(BW) copt, but rejects μου τον δακτυλον of NDLW 33 Evstaméineau 


NL 33 Seeing 
copt | 


copt! (Paris*’ ceases at xx. 15 and is not available here.) 
>avtou ἡ μαρτυρια εστν ΟῚ 

Ξέεστιν αὐτου ἡ μαρτυρία [Ὁ Hust 48 «ἃ aur Cyr 
>avtou ἐστιν ἡ μαρτυρια 989 ? 


but δὲ and the rest ἐστιν ἡ μαρτυρία αὐτου as latt [| praeter 
d aur]. 


Matters of Order. 


See under “ Solecisms.”’ 
αἰτεῖς >yuvarkos Σαμαριτιδος ovans NABC*LNT® οὐ WY 
frag gr-copt Crum-Ken et 33 Cyr. 
alTels ovens γυναικος Lau. the rest and cursives and Paris®’. 
(Ὁ d arm omit ovens.) 

This is either an Egyptian improvement, for there would 
be no good reason to set ovons back in any ‘‘ Antiochian ” 
revision, or the basic text like that of D d arm lacked this 
ovons, Which found its way into the text in differing positions. 
The versions—copt syr lat—express it in the position opposed 
to the Greek of NAB ete. 

»πίστ. μοι γυναι NBC*L et WY 71 213 253 259 892 [non 

Paris®| 6P¢ 7Pe 8Pe 11P¢ vid Sod’ 109. b 1g sah aeth syr hier Orig 

Ath Cyr W-H et Sod txt. (-- γυναι F 124** Sod**,) 

γυναι tiot. μοι D the rest, d and other Latins, boh, syr rell 
et cu sin, arm That. 

Here, the coptics being divided, we do not place it under the 
heading of ““ Coptic.” 
προς avtous ἐληλύθει ο τησους BNY 485 Paris” soli vid., 
ἔληλυθει (+0 D) ἑτησους προς avtous ND 80 a d aeth syr hier, 
most and boh syr (sah τἡσους 

λθεν Tp. avTous). 

Soden gives one new witness agreeing with BNW 435 
Paris®’, viz., Sod**!, a Ms at Patmos, but adopts the ordinary 
reading in his text. Curiously enough W-H refuse the BNY 
reading in both text and margin, their text agreeing with the 
majority of witnesses, and their margin agreeing with ND. 
>epayov ev TH Epnuw το μαννα BC(D)TW becde ff gat 
vggiteom Hus Chr Aug W-H Sod txt (Orig and aur* ev tn 


ἔληλυθει προς avToUS ο τἡσοὺυς 
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epnuw εφαγον to μαννα) against δὲ the rest coptics and Cyr 
Thdt for εφαγον το pavva ev TN ερημω. 

[vi. 49/50. τον ovpaviov aptov payovtes ἀπεθανον Clem*tt | 
δὲ reads: καὶ yoyyvopos πολὺς nv περι αὐτου, While BLTXW 
a few cursives and W-H read: καὶ yoyyvopos περι avtouv nv 
πολυς, bringing πολὺς last. As far as I can see both 


Tischendorf and Soden make a composition of these readings- 


and print: καὶ γογγυσμος nv περι avtov ToAvs Which I do not 
think has any MS authority whatever except that of 33 and 
Chrysostom (codd. μ. ε. 7. 4. X. θ. of Matthaei), the majority 
reading: καὶ γογγυσμος πολυς περὶ αὐτου nv, and 127 
exceptionally : καὶ γογγυσμος nv πολὺς περι avtov, While ἢ and 
goth omit περι αὐτου, and the ‘‘ neutral” text probably lurks 
inDacde ffl aur arm? which omit πολὺς altogether! The 
fact is that πολὺς is probably an addition, injected into the 
text in differing positions. Syr and pers place it early with 
the majority, against the small Egyptian coterie of Greek 
mss (+0 4) followed by Hort. 

>xpovov μικρν NBLTWX Sod” fam 13 e¢ ff q aur W-H 
Sod tat (for μικρον χρονον D and the rest and sah boh Cyr) is 
possibly due to basic omission of ypovoy which occurs in sy7 
sin, 


. >otou nv Aavetd epxetat o Xpictos BUTWY 33 Laura’? 


[non 892 non Paris®*"| c vg syr Cyr W-H Sod tat. This instead 
of οπου nv Δαυειδ, ο Χριστος ερχεται, evidently to avoid the two 
nominatives coming together. In sah the verse is practically 
inverted, bringing o Χριστος epxetac (but maintaining this order) 
very early in the sentence. Compare carefully all authorities 
here and a lesson may be learned. LItala is against BLTWVY. 


. >oTl εκ τῆς YyadtiaLas προφητης BUNTXW) 892 al. pauc. 


Orig Chr Cyr W-H Sod tat, but against NDW and the great 
mass. 
> paptupla μου αληθης εστν ἜΝΥΖ 157 235 314 Sod}885 fam ga 
Evst 60 b sah arm Orig 1/3 Epiph Did W-H™ 
while D* has adnOewn μου εστιν ἡ μαρτυρεια (d verum est 
testimonium meum) 
and the rest of the Greeks with Orig 2/3 Cyr followed by Sod 
and W-H'*: ἀληθὴς ἐστιν ἡ μαρτυρια μου as d and the Latins. 
We should refer B’s reading probably to sahidic influence 
[doh is opposed]. The fact that W joins is somewhat 
significant of this and not necessarily of any “neutral” 
form, while as 157 is joined by the sister ms Evst 60 it is 
evidently real and basic with them. 3814 is Soden® a com- 
mentary MS. 


19 fin. Kat tov Tatepa pov >av noete (pro...>nderte av) 
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BLNTXWY 1 33 213 249 397 892 [non Paris*’] Laura’? 
Sod*41 1110 1266 Host 49 ¢ r aur Origtinaies, Cyrter [sed alibt 
contra| W-H Sod txt, but against δὲ and all the rest (Ὁ τῶ 
d be ff om. av). This appears to be a distinct effort to 
avoid ending the verse with av. Why should all the rest 
force the hiatus in néoete av? (D omits av.) 
υμεις EK TOU KOGTMOV TOUTOU EOTE, EYM Οὐκ εἰμι EK TOU 
κοσμου τουτοῦ So N and nearly all, but BT (fam 13 Sod’) 
latt Orig 1/3 Cyr** wish to vary the ‘‘ pair” of expressions, 
so they write: vues ex τουτου του KOT MOU, EYM οὐκ εἰμι EK 
TOU KOO {LOU TOUTOU. - 
The only other authority to make a changef is the notable 
ms W with its well known coptic affinity Gt has rested for 
1500 years in Egypt), which places the demonstrative before 
κοσμου 1n BOTH places as does sahidic (and boh πικοςσϑεος ἦ... 
mArKocseo0c). The lat and vg object also to such an abject 
‘pair’? and so reverse the process thus: ‘“‘ de mundo hoc... 
de hoc mundo.” 
τι συ (proov tt) NBUXYW [teste Sod, non Lake] soli et boh 
[non sah| Cyr followed by W-H and Soden, against all the rest 
including ΤΥ. (Syr: συ τι dey. συ, TL Nevers συ Sod**!). Om. συ 
Sod Ff, 
> ote nv τυφλος Kar ἀνεβλεψεν (pro ott τυῴλος nv και ἀνεβλεψεν) 
NENW wed? 1b7) Paris’ Baurat™ ΘΟ τ 4 260 7 ἘΠ 
and Sod tat (b) r boh (xe macjor φηϑελλε πε, whereas 
sah xe πεσϑλλε me). This is more important than it 
seems, for D ὦ / omit the clause altogether, showing some- 
thing out of the common, which 28 emphasises by substituting 
eyevynOn for nv and eliding καὶ ἀνεβλέψεν with ὦ and syr sin 


alone, thus: ‘“‘ots τυῴλος εγεννηθη. ὃ has “ qui fwerat 
caecus”’ without et videbat; and r has ‘“‘quoniam fuerat 
caecus et videbat.” e varies the missing καὶ aveBreWev by 


writing ‘‘et recepit lumen.’§ No Latins apparently. use 
εγεννηθη, but aeth always prompt to show us that these 
readings of 28 or others are old, conflates with: ‘‘ quia caecus 
NATUS fuisset et vidisset.” 

Amid these variations possibly D d / are correct with total 
omission. 

The εγεννηθη of 28 aeth may of course have crept in from 
verses 1, 2, 19, 32, 34. 


7 69 has εκ rovrov του κοσμου secundo loco (teste Scriv) as 33 and late. 
1 --τουτου prim as Hvst 50 and a few. 
§ Cf. the Georgian and Slavonic versions. 
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(Interesting Passage as regards Diatess and Latins.) 
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ix. 21. Concerning what the parents of the blind man actually said. 

Ordinary Greek: avtos ἡλικίαν EXEL * AVTOV EpwTNTAaTE * AVTOS περι αὐτου 
(vel eavtov) λαλησι ANTAA unc® ᾳ ὃ goth slav 
pers syrs vesh diatess Ps-Ath 

avTov epwTncate * ηλίκιαν exer* autos (+ Ta V 157 min™) περι 

αὐτου (vel eavtov) λαλῆησει N°BD (erepwtnoate 
cum Sod!) LX 1°22 831157 Bis397 Soa = 
Paris” τὰ [except. b (vide infra) 1 q δ] vg boh aeth 
arm georg syr™* Cyr et Ft diatess 777. ΕΪ et Sod tat. 
but N*WT' Sod! 125° δ sah (syr sin) Chr omIT avtov 
ερωτησατε, and sah further omits ἡλίκιαν exer. 

Syr sin really merges avtov epwrnoate* avtos περι αὑτοῦ 
λαλήσει by saying: ‘‘ from him ye can know.” In reality 
the omission should be considered to be of the final clause 
autos περι αὐτου λαλήσει (with 1), which gives us’ the 
variation : ἐδου ἡλικίαν exer aT αὐτου δυνατε μαθειν syr 
sin (1). 

We have the itala opposing the diatess. Here it may well be that 
diatess is conformed to syr pesh, for syr sin (hiat syr cu) opposes both 
with a different turn of phrase. But thus it precedes diatess for N* and 
b, that interesting conjunction, omits one of the two clauses whose order 
is sub judice. S*T'W and ὁ omit “ask him.” 

“He is of age” therefore stands in all except sah (12 Mss!) which 
practically omits both ἡλικίαν eyes and αὐτὸν ερωτησατε, saying ‘‘...He 
also, he was fit for to speak about himself,’ retaining the αὐτὸς which 
NBDLX 1 33 it aeth omit, and perhaps covering in intent ηλίκιαν εχει. 

“Ask him,” therefore, is the point around which it all turns. The 
inversion of order shows that something was wrong in an old common 
parent. This may account for omission in N*T'W ὁ syr sin sah Chr“, or 
it may be basic. The fact however that all other Latins have it militates 
against it. On the whole it looks like the old question of an exemplar 
which had been (properly) corrected in the margin, and led to confusion 
in the minds of the copyists. 

There is no trace of trouble left in Ft diatess which agrees with the τέ 
and S°BDLXY in the order avtov ep. ἡλικίαν exer etc., but thus opposes 
diatess arab. 


John 
ix. 24. See under ‘‘ Coptic’ and ‘‘ Latin.” 


31. οἰδαμεν ort >0 Geos ἀμαρτωλων < οὐκ axovee BDT'AYW [negl. 
WV Sod] ade goth Cypr Conc" a@ de W-H tat (nil mg) 
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[sah boh θεος οὐκ axkover apaptorwv (αμαρτωλου salt) ; 
syr pesh θεος φωνην ἁμαρτωλωὼν οὐκ axover (mut syr sin); cf. 
aeth|. This instead of ovdapev ots Σ αμαρτώλων ὁ θεος < ovK 
axove. which NW with the rest as well as 892 Paris’’ and most 
Latins give us, as also Cyr Orig™ and Hil and Sod. (Chr is 
on both sides.) The change of order seems to be a clear ‘“ im- 
provement” by BDAW. The harder order (supported as it is 
by the mass of Latins) is undoubtedly right. The combination 
BDT' is of no weight in such places, given their record other- 
wise, when NW and the mass oppose. (N aeth gat = ovdapev 
δε OTL αὶ ἀμαρτωλων οὐκ ἀκούει O Geos.) 
17. See under “‘ Latin.” 

oy 7 Ss Coptie.* 
‘“Solecisms”’ in the first place, and ‘‘ Latin” in 

the second place. 


2) ᾽) 


᾿ "ΠῚ and-Coptic.”’ 
Ξοτι οὗτος ο avOpwmos πολλα ποίει onueca NABLMWXY 
Sod 1089 ῬΑ γ1891 sah Orig Ath W-H et Sod tat. 
ott 0 ἀνθρωπος ovtos πολλα Trove: σημεια 33 et V [Sod, non Lake | 


οτι 0 ἀνθρωπος ουτος πολλα σημεια ποίει Δ ΘΟ ia ae al 
OTL ovTOS οανθρωπος πολλα σημεία ποιεῖ Unc" al. pl etc. Chr 
οτι 0 avOpwTros ουτος σημεια πολλα ποίει Cyr (ϑοα "5 

ουτος οανθρωπος τοιαυτα σημεία ποίει Dbhedef 
πολλα Ta σημεια a OUTOS ο ανθρ. TroLEL boh 

OTL ovTOS 0 avOpwiros ποίει πολλα σημεια sah 

δια τουτο και ὑπηντησεν αὑτω οοχλος OTL... So write most 
authorities. (Some omit καὶ.) But B writes alone 

> dla TovTo ὑπηντησεν αὐτω καὶ O OXAOS, OTL... Now observe 


sah: ΕἼΘΕ TAL ON A MaeHHWEe Εἰ EROA GHTE, xe. 
Sah does not therefore omit καὶ as Tischendorf says, but 
places it (‘on’) before o οχλος, as does B, merely displacing 
υπηντησεν and giving it after ὁ οχλος. Surely a sight of sah 
here influenced B so to write, unless he added «ae in the 
wrong place, from his margin. But see bok omitting the 
prior και. Hort does not record B here in his margin. Why 
not ? 
See under “ Solecisms.” 

55 ee lias oe 
Σινα πιστευσητε (πιστευητε BC Orig 3/5 W-H tat [nil mg)}) 
οταν (εαν Paris”) γενηται ote eyw ext NBIL 213 Paris*? some 
latins sah Orig 3/5 W-H Sod tat. 

This instead of wa otav yevntat ToT. ὃτι ey exe οὗ the rest 


and Orig 2/5. It is a very difficult matter to judge who is 


t+ Some cursives and EUXYI have ἀμαρτῶλον, as Cypr peccatorem. 
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right, and Origen insists upon being upon both sides as so 
often. I only mention it for this reason and to show how 
impossible it is to reconstruct an “‘Origen”’ text seeing that he 
not only gives both orders, but writes ἐπὰν [observe Paris” eav | 
for οταν once,t and πεέστευητε thrice against πιστευσητε twice. 
Ξυμιν Neyo  B*! cum pers (ut solet). See the same order 
at x. 1 and 7, noticed under ‘“ Solecisms,” but not thus 
elsewhere. 

See under ‘‘ Latin.” 

wa μεθ υμων εἰς Tov atwva ἢ 5 and _b latin only and W-H™. 
This among three varieties of order, and the exchange of ἡ for 
pevn. Old Latin is for 7, but the Vulgates all for μενη, and as 
they drew from a text similar to NB such as Paris” it is 
probable that 7 is an amendment, for Paris” has μενη. The 
differing order between B, δὲ, D, and LQX is suspicious. 
>vpes γνωσεσθε BLM*QX 33 213 Sod 48 C8 F og Cyr 1/6 
W-H |non 504] against γνωσεσθε ὑμεῖς NDW rell minn omn 
vid et Paris”. I would point out that as A Sod 249 SodX* 
Evst 150°" b dim em gat vg syr pers aeth Chr Cyr 5/6 Victorin 
omit vues altogether, the differing order between the large 
ND group, and the small B group may well have its source 
in an addition to the basic text from the margin. vpes 
appears superfluous here. 


. >Kaptov πλείονα See under “ Latin” and note specially in 


connection with xiv. 81. 


. Pupas nyatnoa See under “ Latin.” 
. >Touv Tatpos Tas evtoAas (-- μοὶ Babe ff q aur Novat 


Chr! W-H**, 


. Ξυμιν λεγειν See under “ Latin.” 
. > Owcel ὑμῖν EV τω ονομ. μου See under “ Coptic.” 
. >oTl πολλακιὶς συνηχθὴ iNnoovs μετα των μαθητων exer B. 


This is rather interesting, because B clearly accuses himself 
of being non-neutral here in placing exe: right at the end, as 
an afterthought (incorporated from the margin? Sod'®, with 
syr pesh™°, omits), and this is admitted by Hort, who places 
the B reading in his margin, and has in his text: 

OTL πολλακις συνηχθη Ιησους εκει μετα των μαθητων avTou as 
ἃς and most, but D ὦ it™™* and some versions place exes before 
(0) Incovs. The Latins vary a good deal, and Hort nearly 
always adopts B when there are several varieties of readings 
or of order. Here he recognises B as absolutely non-neutral 
in its unique order. 


1 Just as at xiii. 27 for rore Orig uses e:ra four times, and omits (with NDL) thrice 
elsewhere. 
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Soden now adduces Sod'"* for omission of exes, and supports 
B for exe at the end with Sod**". [exer is placed after συνηχθη 
by D Paris” a r (vg) and syr. | 

Note that in the following verse, where δὲ alone omits εκεί, 

syr sin follows B’s example in verse 2, and in verse 3 alone 
places exes right at the end of the verse! 
Another matter of order (unique, by B) promptly supervenes, 
and again non-neutral, and once more relegated to Hort’s 
margin. It stands exactly on the same plane as the matter 
just noticed under xviii. 2 and is due to addition from the 
margin of B’s parent. Here the textus receptus after ‘ τινὰ 
ζητειτε᾽ says: αἀπεκριθησαν avta, ἴησουν τον Ναζωραιον. Aeyer 
αὑτοῖς o Inaoous εγω εἰμι. δὲ retains this, merely suppressing 
the article before Incouvs, but ACLX and the rest of the 
Greeks confirm the text. recept. Sah and boh say >Inaovs 
autos but neither N nor B are following them. D 435 and 
five minuscules plus Sod**! 14 with b er [hiat d] gat syr sin 
and Orig [Sod omits Orig] omit Ιησοὺυς altogether. When B 
comes to the place he acts thus: 

>Neyer αὐτοῖς eyw εἰμι Inoovs incorporating Jesus last, and 
changing the method of the address. No trace of this 
lingers in others except in the Vercelli Codex a, which 
has: Dixit illis : Ego sum. Iesus autem stabat et Judas..., 
thus preserving the order of B and incorporating Jesus in the 
next sentence. Consult the original page of B. We find 
EW ΕἸΜΙ ICelCTHKEl, IC coming before ἐστηκει. The combina- 
tion D [habet α Ὁ] minn' b e r syr sin Orig is strong for the 
simple omission of Jesus, which is in fact what Hort adopts. 
Some of his principles here go to the winds in favour of others 
involving the ‘‘ shorter text,’ but the fact remains that B is 
discredited as a ‘‘ neutral’? by adding in the wrong place. The 
combination D ber (hiat d) syr sin is the true Latin base. 
The Oxford edition of 1910 goes back to the textus receptus ! 
This is rather amusing, seeing that sy7 sin, discovered since 
Hort’s day, lends its voice to the omission of the Latins 
which Hort followed here, and which justifies him. Poor 
B is left alone, all alone out in the cold. This is a sad 
‘“‘ sunspot.” 


. >yvootos nv (pro nv γνωστο) BW 4 Paris” Sod**® a c Ὁ 


Har gat aurW-H™. Cf. syr et boh. 


. >eyet ovv τω Lletpw ἡ παιδισκὴ ἡ Ovpwpos = BC*LX 33 213 


397 [non al. gr] ὃ cf g r gat vg Cyr W-H & Sod tat 
[| Hiant ἃ e]. 
See as to BCLX just previously under ‘“‘ Change of Case ” 
where they oppose Cyril. 
28 
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BCLX remain together here for another change of order with 
(Cyr) but have the additional support of NW and a few 
cursives with a. 


. >els TAPECTHNKWS τῶν UTNPETWY (PIO εἷς των UTNP. TAPETTHNKWS 


A plur) S*BW Sod™ a ff g gat vg Cyr W-H ὦ Sod tzt, 

while 8°C*LXYW 33 213 604 Laura4! Sod" b ¢ f r vary in 

a third manner with εἷς τῶν παρεστηκοτων (vel παρεστωτων) 

υπηρετων and Paris” εἷς τῶν παρεστηκοτων των UTNpETwD. 

> adda εἰπὸν cou §=BC*D™ LW [non Sod] sah boh syr Cyr 

vg?" W-H [non Sod]. 

This against the usual ἡ αλλοι σοι εἰπον of δὲ and most as 

Sod™*, or ἡ adXos σοι εἰπεν of (M)NSII and a few, and ἡ αλλοι 

σοι περι ἐμου εἰπον ἃ Sod'**, 

See under ‘‘ Latin.” 

»ουδεμιαν aitiav evpicxw ev avtw Ὁ 1 88 735 ~Sod'*49 1448 ὃ 469 

aeth vg® Cyr et W-H & Sod txt (cf. largely differing orders 

in others.t Sah and boh grouped by Tisch here do not agree 

exactly). 


. Large variety of order here. 


11. Important. See under ‘ Syriac.” 


I 


See under ‘‘ Coptic and Latin.” 


. >Baorrevs των Ἰουδαίων ext BLXWV 33 314 Sod" (aeth) 


[non W non Paris*’ non al. vid.| W-H [non Sod]. 
εἰμι 18 omitted by sy and vg®. Possibly it was missing from 
the B® exemplar and carried in from the margin. 
See under ‘‘ Latin.” 
>on avtov teOvnkota (pro avtov non τεθν)ὶ BLUW Orig 
W-H [non Sod]. (Tisch “τ: qui ordo corrigendus videbatur.”) 
The mass with Cyr have avtov nén τεθνηκοτα, but ὁ ff qr 
vg" arm aeth georg (sax) Auct*’™ do not express 767. This 
may possibly be basic, owing to the differing order as between 
BLW Orig alone and all the rest (including all Soden’s new 
witnesses) with Cyril. In St. John 7 of the Latins is quite 
important with a very old text. It is notable that the 
‘“ Kgyptian”’ Latins ὁ and ff also omit, while vg" is as old as 
any of them in base. Is it the Latins who once again 
preserve the base ? 
> pn αἀπτου μου (pro μὴ μου amtov) B” with Tert?™* (“ne, 
inquit, contigeris me’”’) and some yersions ast syr arm aeth 
copt, but against every other Greek including the new Egyptian 


+ For further particulars see the ‘ Morgan Gospels,’ pp. 332/333. 
1 But some exchange “ touch me not”’ for ‘‘draw not near me.” 
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John 3 
Lectionary, Amélineau p. 63 [Hust 47 only omits pov] 


against the Latins expressly noli me tangere, and against the 
host of Fathers Iren™ Resp™* Origs Orig'*® Huse 
Eustath Epiph”* Chr Cyr Thdt Sever al. 

B does not even substitute μοι (Pindar) for pov. Hort 
carries μη ἁπτοῦ pov religiously into his margin, but no one else 
considers it seriously and the Oxford edition of 1910 rejects it. 
Another ‘‘ sunspot” I suppose. There are many recorded in 
these pages. 

xxi. 17. >aavta ov (pro συ mavta) NBC*DNW Sod?” 33 [non al. 
minn 504] ade ff m aur vg* syr W-H Sod tat. 
£18. >fwo. σε (pro ce ζωσ.) NBC? Cyr [non al. Sod], cf. copt 
(syr) [non lat| W-H Sod txt. 
22, 23. See under “ Latin.” 
24. See “ Genitive before the Noun.” 


Hopelessness of considering B neutral, when he can never understand 
Christ's character. 


xl, 28. We have here to indict B on a frightful count. We indict 
him for mutilating scripture without the shadow of excuse, 
and this in a most important place. Huis changes of tense, or 
suppression of the article, or niceties of expressions by 
“pairs”? are nothing to this. In the short expletive prayer 
of our Lord, introduced in verse 27 by the words νυν ἡ ψυχὴ 
μου τεταρακταῖι Kat τι εἰπῶ; OUL Lord continues: πάτερ σωσον 
μὲ εκ τῆς ὡρᾶς ταυτης ᾿ αλλα δια τοῦτο ηλθον εἰς τὴν ὡραν 
ταυτην. Ilatep δοξασον sou το ονομα. 

The reply is reported swiftly in the words following: ηλθεν 
ουν φωνὴ εἰ Tov ovpavov’ καὶ εδοξασα καὶ παλιν δοξασω 
without mentioning any “object.” Therefore B was free to 
alter the record in the prayer itself, and he does so. 


+ d&* is wrongly quoted by Tisch for omission. It omits the second, not the first 
pov. Soden commits a bad blunder here, citing N and D, W and 348, “af” and Orig for 
the omission of this first pov. They all omit the second only (post πατερα prim.) with 
the possible exception of 848 (Sod) whose actual readings Soden is the first to report 
fully. Soden does not mention dscr here (his!**°) and so does not repeat Tischendorf’s 
error, but places it with the others for -- μου post πατερα prim. He neglects however the 
only ms which does omit outright, viz. Hvst 47, as he makes a practice of avoiding the 
testimony of Lectionaries nearly everywhere. (Hvst 47 is a most important document in 
every way and will bear the closest watching. Its absence from von Soden’s apparatus 
is most regrettable. It is often alone with very ancient and important witnesses, e.g. at 
John ii. 19 with Ignatius alone.) Matthaei refers to Origen*:* where he would seem 
to exclude μου with Hust 47. 

t But B has και adhos ζωσεῖ σε alone, as sah boh, while NC? have και αλλοι ζωσουσιν 
oe, and syrr add to gird: ‘thy loins.’ Therefore B remains alone with certain versions 
(against the Latin). 
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xi. 26. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


B writes: Hatep do€acov μου το ονομα. He has the support 
of one minuscule (of which we rarely hear), viz. Hvan 5 
[neglected by Soden]. Hort and the R.V. do not exhibit 
a trace of this in their texts. In Hort’s margin is found 
“Ap.” In the Appendix is found .“‘ x11. 28 τὸ ὄνομα] τὸν 
υἱὸν, nothing more. So we turn to vol. ii. ‘ Notes on Select 
Readings,’ p. 89, col. 1. Here we find the variation tov vov 
for to ovowa described as Alexandrian, but—would it be 
believed ?—not having the grace or the face to refer to the B 
reading at all! Now whether we read with L[negl. Sod. |XX” 
and Athanasius tatep dofacov cov τον υἱον, or with Β πάτερ 
δοξασον μου το ονομα [instead of πατερ dofacov σου to ονομα] 
the result is the same, and we find this most Alexandrian 
reading in B (which we were told was absolutely free from 
such things). MHort’s silence is not dignified. It is worse. 
For he has said that he could find no trace of any Alexandrian 
reading in B in any book of the New Testament. Therefore 
it is specious here to hide behind the view that μου for cov is 
a mere error. Cyril has said ete d0facov cov τον viov exer ἢ 
γραφή, ete δοξασον cov το ονομα, τουτον ἐστιν TH τῶν θεωρη- 
ματων ακριβεια (xii. 28, xvii. 1), so that he brings together both 
readings. After the correct reading here: dofacov cov To ονομα 
D adds ev τη d0&n ἡ εἰχον Tapa cot προ του τον κοσμον γενεσθαι 
which is a phrase erroneously brought back from John xvii. 5. 
D would therefore really like to read with B or Alexandria, 
for in xvii. 5 the previous clause reads καὶ νυν dofacov pe ov, 
πάτερ, (continuing) παρα ceavtw τὴ δοξὴ ἡ εἰχον προ TOU τον 
κοσμον ewar παρα σοι. [At xvil. 5 D has γενεσθαι tov κοσμον 
for tov κοσμον ewvat. | 

We have here then a clear case of Alexandrian editing by B. 
Foolish editing too. Because, when our Lord quickly adds 
‘‘ But for this came I to the selfsame hour,’ he debars any 
thought of ““ Glorify me” or ““ Glorify my name”’ or “ Glorify 
Thy Son,” and the editors have properly accepted the wording 
of the prayer to be “‘ Glorify Thy name,” in Him if you will 
(as Tert once: glorifica nomen tuum in quo erat filius). 

μου is not a mistake or a slip made by B. It is most 
deliberate. If it is wrong why did not Hort own up and say 
so? And as his silence says it 7s wrong how can such a text 
be “‘ neutral” ? 


Harmonistic. 


+rapBaver καὶ (ante Sidwow) BCLMX et &“ 33 213 892 
Sod'* #1 1100 qeth Origt*? W-H ὦ Sod tat against NDWYW 
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Paris®’ and the rest and the versions and Cyr. The opposition 
is so-strong that this may have come from the λαβὼν in all 
three of the synoptics (Matt. xxvi. 26, Mark xiv. 22, Luke 
xxii. 19). In 1 Cor. x1. 23 it is eXaBev. 

xix. 41. nv τεθειμενος (pro eteOn) NBW Paris’ Laura‘ Cyr but 
these only, miserable band of Alexandria contradicted by 
Origen. Cf. positus erat latt here, and οὔ. Lue xxiii. 53 nv 
ovders ovdeTrw κειμενος. In fact Tischendorf says ‘‘ ex Luc 23, 
53”’ and refuses to displace ετεθη from his text. Bolder (and 
stupider) is Hort, who places nv τεθείμενος in his text without 
marginal alternative. The R.V. more wisely follows in 
Tischendorf’s footsteps and retains ετεθὴ (but the Oxford 
edition of 1910 has no note on the evidence). Soden’s text 
follows Hort and NBW Paris*’. He adds Laura‘ 1 to the 
small group. 


Example of Conflation exhibited only in this “ Neutral” text of B. 


vil. 39. ovrw yap nv mvevpa without addition by NKTIIW Sod 42. 
91 280 ws" (δον sah) arm Orig Dion Cyr mater Hesych 
Orig™ 1/3 Rebapt Tisch ὦ W-H teat. 

LNXW unc? ὃ vgs Did Ath Chr Thdt Orig™ 1/3 Tat. rec. ὦ Sod 
tat add-ayov. 

Eusandabe ffiglr aur gat vg! syr pesh cu sin add δεδομενον. 

D df goth (aeth) add ayov er (in d 7) avtoss. 

But it is left for Bet q syr hier Orig''1/3 to conflate by 
adding aylov dedouevov. B has no Greek support t but 254 = 
ayiov δοθεν, which is distinctly a critical codex, its corrections 
being only used by the critics when they favour δὲ or B 

Now the situation is quite clear here, and Hort recognised 
it by following δὲ and the Fathers against B. What becomes 
of his ‘‘neutral” text in B then? This is worse than a 
“sunspot” or “‘sunstroke”’ as regards B [see Souter], for it 
is deliberate tampering with tke deposit. Nor does Hort 
himself conduct his enquiry into this matter better than B. 
In the margin of his text opposite πνευμα (tantum) is found 
‘““Ap.” and we therefore turn to the Appendix (p. 574). But 
there we find no word about the misconduct of B. Instead we 
find this, and only this: 

“vil. 89] πνεῦμα] + δεδομένον ; also + ἅγιον : also + ἅγιον 
ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς : also + ἅγιον δεδομένον. 


+ What does von Soden mean by citing e (before “" ite** qf”) for omission of αγιον ὃ 
True, Hans von Soden’s “African” text lacks it, but e reads: ““ nondwm autem sps erat 
sanctus datus.” 

t Soden adds A* (= ΧΡ). 
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CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


That is absolutely all. Nota word as to the culprit B who 
perpetrated the addition referred to lastly. In vol. 1. p. 82 
(‘Notes on Select Readings’) he goes into the matter a little 
more fully, but as usual cannot recognise what the readings 
mean. Under +ayov he has ‘“ Pre-Syrian (Ὁ Alexandrian) 
and Syrian,” under +ayov dedouevov he has no remarks. 
Well, of what family is it? I have said before that Dr. Hort 
could not recognise his own children when he saw them. I 
repeat the accusation here. And if he could not, how can 
his followers ? 

This is his illuminating remark on the subject : 

“The singular distribution of documents is probably due in 
“ part to the facility with which either ἅγιον or δεδομένον or 
“ both might be introduced in different quarters independently. 
“Text” [t.e. “πνευμα ᾿] “explains all the other readings, and 
‘could not have been derived from any one of them.” Thus 
he utterly condemns B here. 

Well then B’s usefulness is destroyed? Not a bit of it. 
Hort seizes the first opportunity to follow B again in the next 
verse +[o7z] where B with only D (against the rest and Orig 
Cyr) inserts this in the coptic method. 


General Improvement. 


(omission). B and one cursive (17) omit the second clause 
ουδὲ ex θεληματος avopos. This is either because of homoio- 
teleuton,t or more likely because there seems something 
of tautology in “‘ ovde ex θεληματος σαρκος οὐδὲ ex θεληματος 
avopos.” But for B’s bad record previously we would not 
select this against him. The omission is opposed by all else, 
by W 892 and Paris”, by all versions,t and by Tertullian and 
other Fathers, except Athanasius and Husebius, who omit with 
B, and Ath appears deliberate. This is another Alexandrian 
reading as witnessed to by Ath, which is shared by B, and the 
existence of which Hort denied. 

Ta Keppata (pro to Kepwa) BUT’XW Ozyr**" 33 213 314 
Paris’ b q copt arm Orig? Hus W-H tat [nil in mg] Sod™£ 
against all others and Nonnws. This seems to be an effort 
at (mistaken) improvement, and has support of Ozy7r**? W 


2 


+ ἘΠ and a very few omit the first clause ουδὲ ex θελ. σαρκος. 
1 Sah has it, but alone changes the beginning, writing ‘“‘ These were not owt of the 


wish of blood and flesh, nor out of the wish of man,” for οἱ οὐκ εξ atparwy ovde ek 
θεληματος σαρκος οὐδε εκ θεληματος avdpos. If sah considered the matter we may 


be sure that B did, although B adopts a different plan. 
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and copt as well as Origen fully. Hence it is certainly 


Egyptian. As to the neighbouring places in the same verse, 
observe following, where δὲ 157 and Epiph, almost alone, 
have κατεστρεψεν, and most Greeks with Origen (over 1/2) 
aveotpewev, BWXIT’ ΟἹ 108 234 247 251 252 435 οἷ r°* (Sod 
only quotes 251) Sod?" N16 69 with Cyr and Ozxyr*' W-H 
txt for averpewev. The Old Syriac only begins again at 11. 16, 
so we do not know if it employed singular or plural for τὸ 
κερμα or for ex σχοινίων, but we may note that 33 and 71 
Sod** “4 ff and q use ex σχοινίου alone here. 

il. 84. —o Geos sec. NBC*LT?’W 1 33 213 2° Paris” be fl Cyr 
(syr cu) W-H ὦ Sod tat, against all the rest and sy7 copt 
aeth Orig et Orig™ Chr Did Cyr Ang". This seems to be 
an endeavour to remove redundancy. 

iv. 51. (Indirect for dramatic direct oration). λέγοντες ott ὁ Tats 
autov & by NABC and W 185 Sod cdf fig lr gat aur vg 
arm W-H ὦ Sod tat and the inevitable textual muddler 
Origen in the proportion of 1/3. 

This is opposed by D* ΤΙ ΔΛῊ une? minn omn rell (et N ote o vios 
σου ζη) α ὃ δῷ syr cu sin pesh hier sah boh aeth Chr Cyr with direct 
oration, employing gov for αὐτου. It is confirmed by Orig**” (on the 
next page following the quotation αὐτου 57) plus Origen (ex Heracl.*:*"’). 

Tisch misquotes 13 for cov. In Ferrar’s edition 13 reads: o mass σου 
0 vos avtov (but the rest of the family cov with all other minuscules). 

In a question of this kind when the Semitic versions are so strong 
for direct oration, the minuscules should be decisive. What is their 
verdict ? None uphold avrov.t Not even 892 nor Paris®’ nor 33 (the old 
“queen of cursives’’ before discovery of 892 and Paris®’) nor 28 which 
here opposes and neutralises the testimony of W. 

May I ask, if it is a question of revision, who would revise back to 
direct oration? The thing is unimaginable. If αὐτοῦ were original, the 
whole series of ‘‘ Antioch”’ revisers (and they are represented by other 
Egyptian Mss) could never have put back cov so successfully. 

John 

iv. 52. εὐπὸν οὖν BCLNWY 1 33 50 218 291 2P° Sod’ * Paris” 
W-H Sod txt but no versions except arm. The others and 
Cyril have καὶ evrov with δὲ, but T" Sod’ e foss with sah boh 
and the middle-Egyptian version, and the sy77r omit the 
copula. The “neutral” text is therefore with copt syr, and 
the ουν of BCL is a sheer improvement. 

53. Similarly exewn τῇ wpa ev ἡ by NBCT?® 1 minn aligs*4 


+ Soden now adduces two critical codices for it, his*! at Patmos, and his *!? = 185 
at Florence. 
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W-H ὦ Sod txt for ev εκεινὴ tn wpa ev ἡ should be compared 
to Latin, but it avoids a double ev. 

A little ‘‘ nicety ” of B alone: 

οἱ Ta ayala ποιήσαντες εἰς avactacw fwns or (— δε) Ta φαυλα 
πραξαντες €lS αναστασιν Κρίισεῶως. 

This is another of those ‘‘ pairs ’’ which B always gives his 
(Alexandrian?) attention to. No other Greeks support the 
omission of de. Soden does not add one single witness to B. 
Not even the faithful 218 (Sod!**). Nor do Ψ 892 or Paris” 
add their voice for omission. W indeed writes καὶ οὐ alone of 
Greeks with m boh” syr arm Iren'™, The support for B’s 
reading (which W-H adopt) t is Latin, viz. Tert Aug ae ff 
and sahidic.t I add this therefore also under the heading 
“‘ Latin-Coptic.” 


. πεν (post παιδαριον) NBD[contra Sod |LNU*WY 1 157 al” 


Sod™ ab del syr cu aeth Orig Chr Cyr et W-H ὦ Sod teat. 
Apparently to remove a superfluous word. Why should any 
add? (Coptic emphasises with the indefinite article o-ewHpe 
sah, oeAAore bol, eliminating the ἑν following). 

Yet another case of “pairs.” The second ovtos is removed 
from the verse by BCDLITW Sod?” min. pauc. W-H ὦ Sod txt 
ad ff ᾳ sah boh syr cu sin arm aeth Chr Cyr, but against 
all others. Why should it have been added? It is pleonastic 
in Greek, but not so semitically speaking. 


. See under ‘ Latin.” 
. Another question of “pairs.” For: “ο καιρος o eos ουπὼω 


TAPECTLV O δὲ KALPOS O υμέτερος πᾶντοτε ἐστιν ETOLLOS ἐ 
B substitutes im secundo loco παρεστιν for εστιν to make 
the antithesis euphonious or perfect. It appears to be in 
very questionable taste, and presupposes that every other 
MS changed the second παρεστιν to ect for opposite reasons. 
Not a single other Greek does this, nor 892 nor Paris*’ nor 
any of Soden’s otherwise sympathetic cursives. Some vulgates 
(H#KMQVX°Z’), but no vett, have adest for est here, but all 
vett carefully distinguish, having venit or advenit or adest (e) 
in the first place, and est uniformly in the second place. Sah 
and boh both differentiate and so do syrr. W-H keep a 
discreet silence, printing ἐστιν. 


+ Really in all these matters Hort surpasses himself. The evident reincarnation 
of an Alexandrian critic of the third or fourth century, he has managed to mislead 
modern “ scholars” into thinking that all these little “ niceties’ were basic, and that a 
“yevision ᾿᾿ forsooth excluded them all! 


t Boh strongly opposes, some bok having pleonastically οτορ, NH AE. 
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8. Although B has large support here for οὕπω αναβαινω, the 


consensus of opinion of antiquity (Porph Epiph Chr Cyr Ephr 
Aug Auct quaest) is with NDKMII fF it” vg boh (diserte) arm 
aeth syr cu sin georg slav pers for οὐκ avaBaww, which Hort 
only places in his margin, retaining οὕπω avaf. in his text. 
Can anyone suppose that if B had been on the other side it 
would not have turned the scale? Yet here, although 
supported by sah and W, it is manifestly an ancient 
‘“improvement’’ which D and the good Latins, syr boh and 
the bulk of the versions, will have none of. I regret that 
the Oxford edition of 1910 follows Hort with ovr in text 
and οὐκ in margin, instead of reversing it.{ In this connection 
I would like to remind Dr. Souter of his own words quite 
recently expressed (‘Text and Canon,’ p. 129): “‘ The readers 
of the present work would do well to ponder every word he 
writes on the subject of New Testament textual criticism, 
for no authority of our time surpasses him in learning and 
judgment.”’ This sentence refers to Professor Β', C. Burkitt, 
and this is what he has to say of situations exactly such as 
the evidence indicates in St. John vi. 8: “The question at 
issue is what right we have to reject the oldest Syriac and 
the oldest Latin when they agree” (F.C. B. ‘Introduction’ to 
Barnard’s Clem *), because, as he says elsewhere (op. cit.) : 
“ With Clement’s evidence before us we must recognise that the 
EARLIEST texts of the Gospels are fundamentally ‘ Western’ in 
every country of which we have knowledge, even in Egypt.” 
I have already used these remarks of Dr. Burkitt elsewhere. 
as headings to my study of the books of Dimma and Moling, 
and Dr. Souter will please to recognise that I “ ponder 
every word” of Dr. Burkitt on the subject. Perhaps more 
than he (Dr. Souter) does, for if Dr. Souter (op. cit., p. 188) 
approves the addition of the words καὶ τῆς νύμφης at Matt. xxv. 1 
which ‘“‘has now received the support of the Old Syriac 
version and is therefore proved to be ‘Western’ in the 
widest, and not merely in the geographical sense,” he must 
apply the same canon of criticism to other places, irrespective 
of B and &. As a matter of fact this addition of καὶ τῆς 
νύμφης stands upon another footing, and I am not at all clear 
that we should receive it. The valuable cursive 892 reads 
alone τῶν νυμφίων for τοῦ νυμφίου καὶ τῆς νύμφης, revealing 
a situation which calls for very detailed examination.§ This 


1 Add 17** 389 pser wscr Pser LauraA 104 Soq410 1091 1246 ὃ 371 ὃ 469, 
1 Soden does reverse it against Sod™”, having οὐκ ava8aiv in text and ovre in margin. 
§ τῶ νυμφιω C 157 soli, wt latt sponso. 
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reading of 892 I have not seen referred to anywhere, and 
Dr. Souter himself has not used Dr. Rendel Harris’ very 
interesting collation of this valuable British Museum codex. 
But the proposition holds good, viz. if we are to believe DX=N"" 
latt syr arm Orig™ Tichon Arnob Op'™? Hil for + και της νυμφης 
in Matt. xxv. 1 against Awg and the rest, how much more are 
we to believe D latt syr strengthened by NKMII arm aeth 
georg slav pers boh Porph Epiph Chr Cyr Ephr Aug Quaest 
at John vii. 8. 

In such connections we can profitably study matters of 
order, such as vil. 12 33 (see under ‘‘ Order’’), where perhaps 
the basic text onutted the word subsequently added in 
different positions. 

Another question of “pairs.” To: ‘‘&rnoete μὲ καὶ οὐχ 
ευρησετε BNTX [non fam 1 teste Lake] 213 258 2°° wt 
Sod'* 1° sah boh syr aeth W-H |non Sod] would add pe to 
complete the ‘‘ pair.” It is difficult to suppose that all others 
including DW Sod’ 892 Paris” removed the second με. Rather 
is it a ‘‘ version’ influence on BTX. 

Observe in the same verse ji. that B alone (cf. georg arm) adds 
exe, Which can be traced to the unique addition by the sahidic 
and bohairic here of Epod| (“ to it’’). 

B[non N|TX sah boh syr aeth, with G1[non fam], 892 2° W-H 
this time, again add a second μὲ in the same phrase as in 
vu. 34. 

In the latter case G 1 892 join, and N 213? 258 w** Sod ? 
abandon BTX and the four versions which remain constant 
in the error with Westcott and Hort. 
ὃ (pro ov) B and EKMSUVAS min*® and 604 [non 892 
(Harris ed.) non Paris*"| but against NDGHLNTWXTDAITI al. 
pl and Cyr™* Chr Thdor#®*| Cyr (Nonn) Thdt ; in other words, 
B has no Patristic support. It is rather a difficult construc- 
tion, and B with LTW Lvst 18 proceeds to change the tense 
of πιστευοντες following, to πέστευσαντες, and then conflates 
with ayov δεδομενον as against omission of both words by 
NKTII Orig Cyr, while some add ayov and some add dedopevov. 
It will be observed that B’s supporters LT and W are in 
varying positions in this verse in the three changes under 
review. [See ante as to addition by B. | 
In the “‘ pair”’ of expressions adXor...addAoz it is to be noticed 
that some and 1 33 248 al.acf ff vg sah boh arm (aeth) Orig 
Cyr add δὲ after the second addo, which is found also in 
textus receptus and in sah against its usual method; 
(BLNTXW Sod substitute οἱ de). 

Now St. John’s method seems to be against this, for at 
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vii. 16 


19. 
38. 
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ix. 9 αλλοι EAeyov...addov ἔλεγον remains without copula and 
only δὲ and a few add δὲ, while B and the great majority 
abstain. I mention it because there are other places involved, 
all in the same class, as, in the same chapter vii. above at verse 
12: οἱ μεν ἔλεγον. . «αλλοι ἔλεγον, Where BTXW Sod” sah boh 
Cyr and a number of Old Latins (with textus receptus again) 
add de. I had not intended to mention this place, supported 
as itis by cf ff gl vg (although observe that ὁ de qt 7 ὃ foss 
oppose),t but when comparing vii. 41 and ix. 9 it became 
evident that the +6e on behalf of all those who add is 
probably anti-neutral and in the nature of revision. 

Following a variety of changes of order in the phrase ovdezrote 
ἐλαλησεν ovtas avOpwros (order of BLNTX Orig Cyr), it is to 
be observed that BLTW 225 229* boh and Cyr Orig drop the 
clause following (against δὲ and the rest) of ‘‘ ws ουτος (λαλει) 
o ἀνθρωπος.᾿ The semitic doublet was objected to. Tischen- 
dorf remarks ‘‘offendebat scripturae prolixitas, hine addita- 
mentum vel in brevius contraxerunt vel totum omiserunt.”’ 

n κρισις ἡ Eun αληθινηεστιν BDLTXW 88 218 892 ϑοαῦ 
Orig 1/2 W-H & Sod tat, against the use of adnOns by the 
others. d and the latins use verwm. Only gat vg® vary with 
justum as δικαία οἷ᾽ Sod" 56 1250 Hust 60 [Evan 157 does not 
join Hust 60] Cyr Chr 2/3. It does appear as if αληθινη 
were more in the nature of an ‘‘improvement”’ than other- 
wise. Why should the rest abandon it? It would have 
been a welcome variation from the use of αληθης above, if 
correct, and certainly not tampered with by all the rest 
including V and Paris*’. (D has αληθεινὴ alone at vill. 14.) 
See under ‘‘ Order.”’ 

και UMELS ουονα NKOVOAaATE Tapa Tov Tatpos. This (instead of 
.. ewpaxate...of the rest), by BCKLX and N°W 1 (181) [non 
118-209] 4 5 fam 18 [non 124] 15 33 42 68 91 116 122** 145 
213 229** 249 299 dpiw** and 892 Sod! P f goth boh aeth"4 
arm OrigPlures diserte Cyr [non δὲ rell, non V, non Paris*’, not even 
Laura“ 14]. This is of course to avoid the difficulty, hence 
against the canon of the “harder” reading to be preferred. 
Hort swallows ἠκούσατε and his margin is silent. Soden acts 
similarly. Cleme* is silent, but NDTW Paris®’’ and eleven 
other uncials are not, nor the Latins nor sah nor syr sim nor 
Tert, who all witness to ewpaxate and vidistis§ as Tischendorf 


1 Tisch misquotes q on the other side. 

t a = et alw,'for which Soden also quotes 7, but r in Abbott's edition has plainly 
...st (for est) alii dicebant. Soden’s collator seems to have misread e¢ for ...st. 

§ f only of Latins with goth join B in improving. 
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diligently explained by quoting Apollin™ ?*° in full ‘‘ ewpaxevar 
Kal Tapa TW TATPL λεγων οὐκ οφθαλμων τινα Opacw εδηλωσεν 
ara γνωσιν φυσικὴν, evel Kal εκεινος φάσκων εωρακεναι 
Tapa τω TaTpL avTwY οὐκ oer δηπουθεν εωρακεναι λεγει ἀλλα 
τὴ ενοικουση Tovnpia...” Yet we persist in receiving Origen’s 
third century ‘‘improvement” against this fourth century 
witness diserte and Tertullian earlier. The Oxford edition of 
1910 follows Hort here to its discredit. Will the critics not 
kindly apply Burkitt’s canon at this place also, and see in the 
consentient voice of sy7r sin and syr pesh pers arab (cu is 
wanting) with the diatessaron (quoting Jno viii. 12/60 in full 
sequence) and all the Latins [but f] with sah georg slav and 
Apollin and Tert a full rebuttal of the “improving” voice of 
Orig and his minions, even with syr hier added to them ? 

Here is Hort’s weak note, in ‘Notes on Select Readings,’ 
p. 88: 

“vil. 38. ἃ éyw...matpos| -Ιἐγὼ ἃ ἑώρακα παρὰ τῷ πατρί μου 
[ταῦτα] λαλῶ: καὶ ὑμεῖς οὖν ἃ ἑωράκατε παρὰ τῷ πατρὶ ὑμῶν!- 
Western and, with ὃ twice substituted for ἃ, and ταῦτα 
omitted, Syrian (Gr. Lat. Syr. Aeth.): but aeth omits μου and 
ὑμῶν. For later and better information [von Soden to the 
contrary notwithstanding | cf. Merx pp. 208/212 in the Johannes 
volume, and note (on Ὁ. 209) his expression: “‘wnd es ist 
Willkiir zu sagen, B hat iiberall hier das Richtige.” 

Another very important question of “pairs” or more than 
“pairs.” εἰ texva tov Αβρααμ εστε ta epya tov Αβρααμ 
movette. So B* and the vg alone followed by W-H tat. 
Origen is on both sides, quoting very often. Now most 
authorities, with Hus Epiph Cyr®* Did Bas Cyr4!* have nte 
and emoveute, while those who join B for εστε, viz. NDLT 
Evst 60, still follow with ezroverte, and some have emoverte av. 
The cursives are practically all for nre and emovecte or ἐποίειτε 
av. ‘True 604 has ποιεῖτε, but retains av. Paris®’ has nre and 
εποίειτε av. ‘The Coptics and the Versions oppose B; syr sin 
appears to support. I hardly think B has preserved the 
“neutral” text. If so, why do sah and boh not follow? It 
looks rather as if B and Origen here were playing a part, for 
Origen knows and gives both readings. The Old Latins, with 
the exception of ff, are against B, while Ὁ and Orig'™ add 
utique. 

The matter has no importance in one sense, and yet in 
another it has a very great importance. The record of B as 
exhibited in these pages is not sufficiently good to trust him 
without better support. D and the supporters having ἐστε 
follow with emote. The transition from eote to εποίειτε 
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offends apparently, yet they retain. While ἐστε may therefore 
be basic, ποίειτε seems to be the reverse; τε may indeed be a 
revision, but εἐποίειτε rather than ποίειτε appears basic. 
Note.—In case it should be thought that I had gone crazy over 
questions of ‘‘ pairs,” I would like to exhibit another place in St. John 
quite in the heart of these changes by B, where δὲ indulges in this, in 
order to show that the changes were either premeditate on the part of 
both mss or were influenced by a version. Observe then that at 
John vii. 22 in the clause: οὐχ ote ex Tov μωυσεως εστιν αλλ EK των 
πατερων, an additional ors is supplied by δὲ after αλλ. This is shared 
by syr cw sin, but Not by sah boh, as might have been expected, nor by 
the other versions, and is found in no other Greek or Latin witness. 
My point therefore appears to be well taken that the changes were made 
to “improve.” It is extremely unlikely that such complementary 
expressions should have been removed by any revisor. Why, for 
instance, should VY or 892 or Paris®’ or Laura41, all derived from a 
similar Ms to the parent of δὲ and B, cut out this second o71? Why 
also should they all have ev σαββατω while B with ὁ 6 r quite alone 
omit ev in this same verse? Do they not preserve the true text as 
against B and δὲ respectively in BOTH places ἢ 
John 
viii. 51/52. We now come to one of the grossest disfigurements of the 
text in the whole of the narrative perpetrated by B. The 
facts are so clear that Westcott and Hort abandon his 
testimony completely and do not even give the reading a place 
in their margin, although B has the support of Hvst¢ 32 and ὁ, 
to which now add Paris’. It is not discussed in Hort’s 
‘Notes on Select Readings,’ for it would have been exceed- 
ingly distressing to him to discuss it. But was it honest to 
pass it by in silence? Let the facts speak for themselves. 
Burgon omitted to comment on this because Hort and the 
Revision mercifully left the record alone. But in an arraign- 
ment of codex B it is my duty to record the shameful 
mutilation of scripture here, justifying all I have previously 
said of B as to “ pairs”’ of expressions. 

In John viii. verse 51 the Saviour says: “Αμην ἀμὴν λέγω 
υμιν εαν TLS TOV E“ov λογον (OY τον NOYyoV τον ἐμὸν OY τον λόγον 
μου) τηρηση,θανατον ov μη θεωρησηὴ εἰς τον atwva.” 

In verse 52 the Jews reply: “νυν εγνωκαμεν ote δαιμονιον 
εχεις. Αβρααμ απεθανεν Kat οἱ προφηται, Kal ov λεγεις" εαν τίς 
τον λογον μου (OL μου τις τον λογον, ΟΥ̓ τίς μου τον λογον, OF 
[3939 Orig] τις τον εμὸν Δογον) τηρηση, οὐ μὴ γευσηται 
θανατοῦ (εις τον αἰωνα om. 1) ὃ ὁ ἃ ff ἰ syr sin).” 


+ Sowter also ignores it in his notes to the Oxford edition of the N.T. 1910. 
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In verse 52, however, B calmly substitutes Oavatov ov pn 
θεωρηση for ov μὴ γευσηται θανατου, repeating the form of 
verse 51 in order to make no difference in the wording of the 
Jews’ reply to the actual words spoken by our Lord. Evst 32 
does the same, so does e latin, and so does Paris*’ unknown 
to Hort, and a new witness 213 (13) adduced by Soden. 
But this last support only justifies all I have said as to 
such particular cursive testimony not helping B but re- 
accusing his text of an ancient error. No other authority 


changes, for the simple reason (as Hort and the Revisionists - 


admit) that the record is perfectly plain that the Jews in 
their excitement repeated the phrase of verse 51 in slightly 
different language. Origen is a witness to this effect, which 
Hort here dared not put aside. Neither Tisch nor Tregelles nor 
Hort nor the Revision nor Souter nor Soden then follow B, 
although it had both Greek and Latin support. If we look 
into the matter still more closely we shall find that syr sin, 
some Mss of pesh (but not diatess) and aeth, while holding 
“shall not taste of death” in verse 52, put taste back into 
verse 51, replacing Qewpnon there by γευσηται, exactly for the 
same purpose of harmonising the records in verses 51 and 52. 
What a clear picture of these critical authorities dealing with 
scripture. 

Now such absolutely unpardonable handling of the record 
by B here, raises afresh the whole question of the readings 
of this Ms elsewhere, which Hort asks us to accept in so 
many other places, as does Dr. Souter. The latter in his 
‘Text and Canon’ (p. 103 seq) has this to say of Westcott and 
Hort: ‘“‘ Their work is held in the highest esteem in all 
civilised countries, and on the foundation they have laid the 
future will do well to build.” But if the foundations are 
insecure, as I claim to have shown in this volume, is it not 
an unfortunate myopia from which Dr. Souter and others are 
suffering? Do they really know B? I cannot believe it 
possible, or Dr. Souter would not write on p. 22 (op. cit.) after 
citing two of the ‘‘secondary traces here and there in its 
text”: “But such features are like spots in the sun.” 
The features to which I have drawn attention, of this con- 
stant striving for “consistency,” for running the narrative 
in “pairs,” for general linguistic or grammatical “ niceties ”’ 
or ‘“‘improvements,” with occasional “conflations”” or bold 


+ The omission of εἰς τὸν αἰωνα at the end of verse 52 by Dd be ff J and syr sin is 


not perhaps on the same footing. 
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‘harmonies,’ t culminating in this passage in John viii. 51/52, 
proves something quite different, and it is evident that 
textual theories and a text built upon B are liable to be swept 
away owing to the foundations being quite insecure. As to 
“spots in the sun” they may not perceptibly dim the bright- 
ness of the luminary to eyes some millions of miles away, but 
studied a little more closely they are indications of grave 
danger. These spots on the sun οὗ. Β have had as 
disastrous an effect on our N.T. studies as have had real 
sunspots on our agricultural situation on many occasions. 

Souter’s simile is unfortunate. Perhaps it is prophetic! 
This matter of harmonising by B in viii. 51/52 is followed so 
closely by another peculiar matter (vill. 55), see under ‘‘ Change 
of Case,” that it should be consulted by the student at once. 
There Hort and the R.V. will be found in disagreement, Hort 
following BADW Sod? minn® contra™'™, while the R.V. 
restores the usual genitive and tacitly accuses Hort’s foundation 
of being wrong. [A somewhat similar case to that of John 
vill. 51/52 may be seen at xvi. 16/17, concerning which note 
Burgon’s remarks in ‘ Causes of Corruption,’ pp. 105/106. | 
See under ‘“ Latin.” 

Another “pair.” The verse begins ἔλεγον ovv... Later for 
αλλοι ereyov, SBDT'W fam 1 fam 18 22 2°° Sod’ cd rz sah boh 
syr [non pers | (aeth και), have adxXor δὲ ἔλεγον, against the great 
majority without copula. jf (Buchanan) is against it, not for 
it, as Tischendorf says from an uncertain phrase of Sabatier. 
Tisch. also errs as to the vulgates by saying ‘“ vg“le et@¢m ” 
but only vg=Y recorded by Wordsworth have a copula. 
Tischendorf claims ten cursives, but none of Matthaei’s or 
Scrivener’s cursives have it, and it seems to be limited to 
fam 1 fam 13 2° and ‘‘Colb” (22, confirmed to me by 
Sanders). Others seem to lack it completely and it does not 
appear in 892 nor in Paris” and only in Soden’s 118 of all his 
cursives, but he accepts it openly, although Hort only took it 
into his text in brackets. 

mit. απεκριθησαν + ovv NB 2° [teste Sod.| Hust 15 g ἢ 
vg® dim Tisch™* W-H [nil mg] only against no copula 
DGLT'UWXII 1 88 al. latt®! sah boh arm Cyr, and +6 the 
rest and Sod tzt. 

I would not call attention to this, but that the whole graphic 
narrative, abounding in repetitions, must be examined most 
closely (much more closely than I can do in these few notes 
on ch, ix.) and that in ix. 10, ix. 17, 8 or B or NB add an οὖν 


+ See ante and post under all these heads. 
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which probably does not belong to the text. See also ix. 26. 
The matter is settled as far as I am concerned by observing 
that in ix. 27 B alone with aeth and georg adds an ουν after tz 
(appearing in Hort’s margin). Observe the variations as to 
ουν, de, και (NB sah), and the absence of the copula here by 
the mass. 
Ἔτο (ante θαυμαστον) NBUNT'A1 [non fam, although Soden 
quotes 118, which Lake specifically denies] 22? 33 3897 
Laura’? Sod'*? 110 sah Chr Cyr W-H ἀ Sod txt against 
omission by all others. Why should the others omit if to 
were basic? But this should doubtless be referred to coptic 
(sah XE TAL pw Te πτεώπηρε, boh xE BAT pw 
TE “faybupn reproduced by arab alone of later versions. 
Syr has “ to wonder ” or ‘‘ mirandum”’ as ὦ 7, for ‘‘ mirabile,”’ 
and Paris*’ substitutes εθαυμαΐζον for το θαυμαστον εστιν, while 
all the others with WD and WV hold θαυμαστον “a wonderful 
thing.” 
See under “Order.” In this the following verse, B again 
follows coptic (against δὲ) apparently disliking the position of 
αμαρτωλων after οτι, which word would hardly have been found 
there if this order were not basic. 
Another ‘‘ pair.” See under “‘ Change of Tense.” 
See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
“ρυπω δὲ εληλυθει ο LNGOUS εἰς τὴν κωμὴν αλλ ἣν EV TW TOTH 
οπου υπηντησεν avtw ἡ Mapéa.” In this quiet and dignified 
sentence, witnessed to by ADLIAAII wne al’ min permult 
and syriac, NBCXX” 1 33 213 242 249 Sod" some Latins 
and boh introduce etz after nv, while F ae and sah add it before 
nv. The addition in different positions is suspicious in itself, 
but this has never influenced Hort apparently nor the school 
of Hort, for he and the Oxford edition and Soden diligently 
add it. Yet why should the other school have dropped it? It 
savours distinctly of officious ‘‘improvement.” Observe that 
sah has AAAK ET! NECIose πλεὰ and 
boh has ἀλλὰ NACH OTN πὲ DEM πιλεᾶ. 
Another question of ‘‘ pairs’ in the final clause : 
““XvoaTe avtov καὶ αφετε AUTOV υπαγειν.᾿ 

BCL Sod 33 157 Paris” alone of Greeks, copt Orig‘. 
Where are the Latins and the Syriacs? ΑἹ] the Latins (except 
ff with its coptic affiliations) and the Syriacs (except hier and 
diatess) are with δὲ and the mass without the second avtov 
against Messrs. Hort and [ Soden]. 

It is possible that this is a common error of base, however, 
between B and copt, for it is opposed by W as well as δὲ αἱ. 
It might have occurred from misreading ὙΠ in vrayew after 


’ 
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αφεται (for adete). Thus in W you find awetaiynarein. It 


is important as placing W behind the diatessaron. 

ΧΙ. 45, καὶ θεασαμενοι ἃ εποιησεν ® and the great majority, with 
Origen six times (and ὁσα 314 ἃ“) W-H™! Sod™, but 6 BC*DA? 
(also C?:** 0 em. onpetov) 1 244 249 Sod! fam ΟΝ ¢ goth sah aeth 
W-H* Sod‘. This seems to be an absolute “improvement ” 
referring to the miracle of the raising of Lazarus. It 
occurs immediately after verse 44 which recounts the actual 
resurrection, and ὃ is so absolutely natural after θεασάμενοι 
that no one would have changed 6 here to ἃ, while there is 
every reason to change ἃ to ὃ as do B anda few. W does not 
doit. Here observe Origen absolutely opposed to B’s “ easy” 
reading. Origen, 8%, and Tisch prefer the ‘‘ harder’ reading. 

In verse 46 following εἰπὸν avtos CD 249 397 with M 
Sod444 fam Nb @ goth acth repeat ὃ, but NB and most, this time 
keeping with Origen, have ἃ. I have no doubt ἃ is right 
in both places. The bohairic shows that criticism of these 
verses was in vogue, for it reverses the whole process, having 
in verse 45 θεασαμενοι ἃ and in verse 46 εἰπὸν αὐτοῖς ὃ. 

57. evtodas (pro εντολην) NBIMW fam 1 188 254 1 Paris” 2° 
[teste Sod] Sod'*** Orig’. A clear “‘improvement”’ adopted 
by Tisch W-H and Soden.t See sub voce ‘“ Indeterminate,” 
after remarks on xi. 54. 

ΧΙ]. 12. See under “ Solecisms of B.”’ 

13. Apparently another question of ‘pairs’: evAoynuevos o 
ερχομενος εν ονοματι κυρίου Kat o βασίλευς του Ισραηλ. 
Only NBLQ boh aeth and Orig and the editors Tisch W-H 
and Soden} indulge in this second καὶ o or at any rate they 
alone add the «az to make the two parts. Some and sah have 
ὁ before βασιλευς. 

xill. 18. twas (pro οὗ) Undoubted correction, thinking to improve. 
It occurs in the phrase eyw (yap) oda ovs εξελεξαμην, and τινας 
is Only founduneN bCiMt 99. 157 2.19. 397 Sod) 18 M10 1443 3470 
Origa* Cyr adopted by the editors Tisch W-H and Soden.t 
Indeed Orig seems to have a patent on this: “τινας εξελε- 
ἕαμην, o7Tep απλουστερον μὲν TOLOUTOV EOTL* τις εστιν εκᾶαστος ὧν 


ΤΙ mention the three critical editions specifically at these four places to emphasise 
what Burgon said long ago. The critical editors considered and Soden still considers that 
these minority mss are of paramount importance irrespective of the fact that the grouped 
MSs represent hardly more than one tradition. To combat this view I am presenting these 
pages. Because Hort supports Tischendorf, and Soden supports Hort, it does not follow 
that they are right. The English Revisers oppose in xiii. 18 and Souter does not give 
the evidence for τινὰς in his notes! If Souter believed Hort was right it was his duty to 
his readers to give the evidence. Does Souter believe NBCLM 88 157 Orig Cyr and 
Hort to be wrong here ? 
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εξελεξαμην oda.” At first sight τινας being the “harder” 
reading might appear justifiable, but it is almost certainly 
editorial. It is contradicted by all others including WY and 
892 Paris®*’ so much in accord with the group elsewhere. It 
is also contradicted by all the versions. A trace would surely 
remain elsewhere if twas were correct. As I plodded over 
document after document I was amazed to find no other trace 
of twas until Soden produced two Sinai codices, two at 
Jerusalem, one at Athos. 

Barbas ovy (pro cat εμθβαψα) NBCLX 33 213 892 Sodi0 fam c 
a Orig 2/4 and Cyr with the editors Tisch W-H and Soden 
against the rest.f 


. ἀκολουθεῖν apte (pro ακολουθησαι apt) B(C*). A sheer 


‘“‘iImprovement.’’ See under ‘‘Change of Tense.” Hort 
follows B alone here. 


. This is another question of ‘ pairs,” but different from most. 


Here, for (kat) αἀπαρτι ywwwoKeTe avTov καὶ ewpaKkaTe avToV 
by the great mass supported by all the versions and Tertullian, 
BC* and they alone with W-H'* [and they are often guilty 
of other tricks together; see many instances in St. John 
elsewhere in these pages and just previously] would suppress 
the second avtov, reading ἀπαρτὶ γινώσκετε avTov Kat 
ewpaxate. It is a perfectly fair criticism that this is editing, 
even if here it be a question of the suppression of one 
of the ‘‘pair,’’ because the place troubled some scribes and 
translators. Thus 33 68 250 d*" Hust 47*™ 60 and some arm" 
suppress καὶ ewpaxate avtov altogether,t while the s/av version 
with ΧΡ (= Sod A*) suppresses the first avtov, writing 
“Ye knew and ye saw him,” as does the book of Dimma: 
“‘cognoscetis et vidistis eum.” While r (not reported for 
Tischendorf) and vg? are to be added to the Greeks BC for 
the elision of the final avrov. These authorities should be 
added in Tischendorf’s apparatus. Horner does not give 7, 
citing only BC, because unfortunately he does not quote 7, 
a very important witness, especially in St. Luke and St. John 
but Soden gives r here. (See beyond again on xiv. 17.) 
Yet another matter of a “pair.” Instead of ὁ δε πατὴρ ὁ εν 
cor μενων of nearly all Greeks (and a ὁ d f q 7 foss qui in 
me manet) BLY [negl. Sod. V] Sod**™° Orig Aeth Did 
Cy7**t et com elide the second ὁ, reading ὁ de πατὴρ ev emo μενων 
= no doubt vg with ὃ e ff gin me manens). That this was 


+ See footnote on page 385. 
+ Attributed by von Soden to homoioteleuton ! 
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the Alexandrian way, the unusual consensus of Orig Ath Cyr 
with BLY most freely attests. No cursives appear to join 
(except the two new ones of von Soden mentioned above 
which are quite “οὗ the family’’), not even Paris’, and W 
goes with D and the rest against it. But whereas B prefers 
‘‘ pairs,” here he seems to dislike the double ὁ on account of 
the de—present in most copies, only absent from a few 
cursives. Had the δὲ been absent: ‘6 πατὴρ ὃ ev ἐμοι μενων ᾿ 
would not have offended, but in ὃ de πατὴρ ὁ it seems to 
have appeared redundant. The other versions seem clearly 
to have read a second o. It is not trifling to mention this 
matter, for B shows us fow variations in this one verse : 
(a) πιστευσεις for mictevers with the bohairic alone |boh 
neglected by Soden], (Ὁ) —Aeyw alone, (c)—6 ante ev euoe with 
LY and Alexandria as above, and finally (d) moe ta epya 
αὐτου with ND as against moves ta epya avtos LX and W 33 
213 Sod" Paris% Cyr" and avtos ποίει ta epya A and the 
rest with Orig Ath Ps-Ath Chr Cyr, while e and Tert omit 
αὐτος or αὐτου altogether, and are perhaps basic. 

Now B cannot be right in all four places. Hort neglects 
the first two (a and b) as errors, but accepts the other two 
(c and d), thus in the last case (d) opposing Alexandria, as 
represented by Orig Ath Cyr, while going with them in the 
third case (c). This is properly in accord with his principlé 
that it is B which is “ neutral,” however rough the fourth 
case may seem. But what about the first case (a)? Why 
should we lose the πιστεύσεις of B? It is supported by all 
the bohairic. Is it not neutral Ὁ But I can assure you that 
there is nothing ‘‘neutral” in B. Having written αὐτου 
(= eavtov no doubt) in this verse, he proposes to amend the 
next verse in accordance therewith. Therefore we find B and 
229* (aeth) only writing in verse 11 δια ta epya αὐτου 
πίστευετε μοι against Ath and Cyr, who with most have διὰ 
Ta epya αὐτὰ πίστευετε pot, Whereas Tert 157 and some 
cursives omit αὐτὰ and αὐτου and have only δια τὰ epya 
mtot. which is very possibly basic and both the additions 
of later date, since q 7 and syr arm pers diatess and boh also 
omitavtaandavtov. Hort has αὐτὰ in his text and accepts the 
αὐτου of B in his margin; but neither I think are ‘ neutral ”’ 
or basic. True the sahidic says ‘‘ Believe because of his 
works,” but this does not agree with B, because sah destroys 
the μοι at the end of the sentence (as NDL 33 efc.) which B 
holds. B is left absolutely alone with 229* and aeth: ex 
opere ejus credite mihi, 

| Scrivener’s z (semel) with Paris” has tavra for avta, while 
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the new Ms W goes with NDL δια ta epya avta mort. absque 
μοι fin. | 

The same thing as at xiv. 7 occurs here as to “‘ pairs.” For: 
ott ov θεωρει αὐτο οὐδὲ γινωσκει αὐτο, NBW Paris” and 
a dim Lucif W-H** [nil mg] alone suppress the second αὐτο 
against all others, all versions and Did?!™'*, and as showing 
how the matter affected others, Evan 287 vg™ Auct*** elide 
the first αὐτο (Soden does not notice this) writing quia non 
videt nec cognoscit ewm, exactly as the slav version with X” 
and the book of Dimma acted in verse 7! 

This is followed by the elision of the copula de between vpers 
and γινωσκετε avto by NBQW 346 a‘ Paris” Sod*' a ὃ sah 
boh™4 Lucif Auct™* W-H d Sod txt only, after the coptic 
manner, [Sod neglects the coptic witness and adds Ψ' (against 
Lake) |, again not only against the mass and the versions, but 
against Πα" CyrHie and CyrA!, 

And again in this verse another “ pair” of expressions is 
involved. Most Mss have μενεὶ and εσται (οτι Tap vay μένει 
καὶ ev ὑμιν εσται). Some read μενεῖ Ξε α΄ vg arm Non 
(uevéer) and sah [non boh]. It is clear that B understood 
μένει [it is so accented in B to-day] for he follows it with 
εστιν for ecta alone of the uncials with D* (corrected by 
D*) W and a few cursives (1 Sod'** [non fam] 22 69 [non fam} 
251 254 291 2P¢ Sod’? 49) and zt?! syr goth Lucif W-H** 
Sod™, but in view of B’s record which I think I have 
fairly exhibited in the previous pages, it is not absolutely 
certain that we can accept εστιν as original. εσται is difficult 
enough in all conscience following ὑμεῖς γινώσκετε αὐτο, but 
if μενεῖ was intended, εσταῖ would be in order. Sah actually 
reads ‘‘ Ye, ye know him because he will remain with you and 
he will be in you.” Paris*’ here reads εσται and does not go 
with B, but W does so. 


. Now comes a fitting and most lovely specimen of the manipu- 


lation of voices to obtain a perfect “‘ pair,’ which is not only 
an illustration of what we have contended for, but operates as 
a climax to all that has gone before. 


In the verse amrexpi0n (0) enoovs και εἰπεν avTw * εαν τις ἀγαπᾶ με, TOV 


λογον μου 


THPHGEL Καὶ Ο ΠΑΤΉΡ μου ἀγαπήσει AVTOV, Και προς A@vUTOV 


ελευσομεθα καὶ μονὴν Tap avtw ποιήσομεν, nothing virtually is 
changed [except by D, vide infra] until we reach the last word. Here 


instead of 


ποιήσομεν (OY ποιησωμεν)Ὶ we are offered ποιησομεθα by 


SBLXWIP 1 Sod [non fam] fam 13 [non 124] 88 213 249 254 2° Paris®” 
Sod "™N, This group is practically one, as our presentation of evidence 
elsewhere will show. They offer us then in the final clause the very allite- 
rative sentence: “καὶ πρὸς auTov ελευσομεθα Kat μονὴν Tap αὐτῶ 
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ποιησομεθα. May I ask on what grounds any “ revision’? would 
have desired to displace the middle (given the sense) by the active voice 
here and so to destroy the alliterative assonance? If ποιησομεθα had 
been basic, who would have wished to change it to ποίησομεν ?t On the 
other hand, our repeated exhibition of the views entertained as to “ pairs” 
by this very group, headed by B, is most illuminating as to the practical 
certainty that the B group base changed ποιήσομεν to ποιησομεθα. And 
the proof is not far to seek. 

How do the Fathers stand? For they surely represent other codices 
long since perished which have not reached us but which are coeval with 
or anterior to the date of B. It is observed that Origen is on both sides, 
but with a large preponderance for ποιησομεθα. Athanasius is on both sides, 
Didymus is on both sides, Epiphanius is on both sides, while Husebius 
Marc?" and Cyril, the latter only quoting once, remain on the side of B. 
Hence ποιήησομεθα in the fifth century was standardized in Alexandria on 
the evidence of Cyril, but in the third and fourth centuries the Patristic 
evidence wavers. What was the reason? The reason appears self- 
evident on its face. Consult Tischendorf’s exhibit at this place, and one 
cannot help realizing that while codices used by Origen, Athanasius and 
Didymus surely exhibited ποιίησομεν, in quoting either from memory or 
from other (manipulated) codices, these Fathers fell very naturally into 
the course of following ἐλευσομεθα by ποιησομεθα. Not that ποιησομεθα 
was basic, but that it was tuneful, assonant, and admirably fitted the 
sense ‘‘ and we ourselves will make abode with him,” and hence followed 
by all three critical editors, Tischendorf Hort and von Soden. I cannot 
conceive it possible that ‘revision’ changed ποιησομεθα to ποιὴησομεν. 
What does the jury say? And what is the secret then of the middle 
voice employed here ? 

In summing up for them I must not omit to draw their attention to 
the sahidic version: AvW MAEIWT MAMEPITY ACW THINKS 
YAPOY  NTHTAMIO NAN ποσὰ πε ZBASTHC. 

Whether the sahidic sam—‘‘ us’’—be the source or the reflection t 
of the B group base, it is most noteworthy. Horner translates: 

And my Father will love him, and we come unto him, and make ror 
us an abiding place with him. Therefore, although the future tense is 
not emphasised, the middle voice 7s emphasised, and we are to read as 


ft Soden adds only 213 Sod!83126 but also his commentary families Κι and N, and 
excepts from his H family ΨΔ and 6*", This is interesting as bringing against each 
other 218 (his 133) and his 6371, as above concerning fam 1 and fam 13, and in emphasising 
the commentary support. Soden adopts ποιησομεθα in his text, just as his critical pre- 
decessors had done, but that does not give us the “true text.” Sod” has ποιησομεν. 

1 As to B and sah consider most carefully in this connection the passages under 
Coptic previously tabulated at iv. 16, vii. 3, xii. 16, all of the same character; also vii. 40, 
viii. 28, ix. 11 27, and especially vii. 34, x, 22, xi, 27. 
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from an original ποίουμεν ἡμᾶς or nuw, sah supplying Nam or equating 
ποιουμεθα. (Cf. John v.18 ἐσον eavtov ποίων τω θεω. Sah renders 
εω ἌΜΜΟ. ἈΠ; TINOw;TE, Loh EClIpl gexeocy MEeIcoc 
nese dsp). 

In Egypt then John xiv. 23 was read with emphasis on ποιησομεθα 
or ποιουμεθα, which does not imply that the real “‘ neutral’ base was this, 
but that in translation it assumed this force and possibly reacted on the 
Greek. It did not react sufficiently to change the Greek tense, and on 
the other hand the Greek did not act on sah sufficiently to force the 
retention of the future tense. 

My good friend Macarius of Egypt comes once more to help us out 
here. He quotes four times. In hom**" he has ποιησομεν. In 
homs**"" he mixes 21/23: καθως Aeyer οτι euhavicw avtTw εμαῦυτον 
καὶ μονην Tap avtTw ποιήσω (just as D ποιησομαι with e syr cu 
pers), but Macar® “"** is very clear, separating 21/23, and quoting 23: 
€yw Kat 0 πατὴρ ελευσομεθα καὶ μονὴν Tap αὐτώ ToLtnoopev. Again 
Macar® rete mats ig just as positive although slightly varying the 
beginning. He writes thus there...xaz ο Kupios: εἐλευσομεθα eyw τε και ο 
“ΠΑΤΉΡ μου καὶ μονὴν TAP αὐτὼ ποιήσομεν. 

This is brilliant side-testimony contemporary with the oldest codices 
which oppose with ποιησομεθα. And if Macarius was not influenced 
by the nan of the Coptic, I think we may rest fully assured that 
ποιήσομεν (and not ποιησομεθαὴ is the basic text, and was changed to 
ποιησομεθα by the family of codices under indictment. 

My friends of the Opposition will find it hard to debate this question 
against Macarius. The jury will not lightly put aside his triple sworn 
testimony. If then the jury is satisfied with my new witness (whom 
Tischendorf did not bring iato Court) I see no outlet but for a favourable 
decision at their hands on this and on the similar and cognate counts 
which are sub gudicibus. 

Notwithstanding Macarius’ testimony and that of the mass, and not- 
withstanding all I have said above, I have no doubt that critical editors 
will retain tornoope@a till the end of time because it is such a 
“Ggoop” reading! And that tells the usual tale of preferences versus 
scientific princip'es. | 

The usual intimate relations of the latin Ms ¢ to the Coptic are 
however maintained here; for ὁ alone writes ‘‘ apud eum manemus”’ (cf. 
slav goth and saz}, for ‘“ aput eum manebimus’”’ of a, which mss do not, 
like the vulgate and ἐξ}, use the literal ‘‘ manstonem apud eum faciemus.” 

[Note. D® substitutes ἐλευσομαι and ποιήσομαι with only ὦ ὁ 
veniam...faciam, supported by syr cw and pers, but not syr sin nor any 
other. The adhesion of pers is interesting as making this change on the 
part of D securely attributable to syriac influences, but otherwise 
apparently not seriously basic, and influenced from half the clause at verse 
21 previously |. 
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Another very distinct “‘ pair.” 

Instead of eav yap μὴ ἀπέλθω,ο παρακλητος οὐκ ελευσεται 
προς υμας, BLY (33?) Laura4! Chr, but these alone, sub- 
stitute ov μη edn for ove eXevoetal, reading : 

cay yap μὴ ἀπέλθω, O παρακλητος Ov μὴ EXON προς υμας.. 
Comment is unnecessary, but Hort swallows it whole (without: 
marginal alternative, Soden only has it in his margin), while 
the Oxford edition of 1910 disallows it and returns to οὐκ 
ἐλευσεται (with Soden’) but without a word in the margin or 
in Souter’s notes. [The mass and Paris” are with the 
Reyisers against Hort. Both Cyrils and Did Thdt are observed 
to improvise with ov μὴ ερχεται, aS Some versions. | 

(Obs. the Ms 33 in verse 10 substituting wopevowar for vtayw 
alone with 1 νὴ Sod® Chrt because of πορευθω in verse 7. 
above, and the secret of ‘‘ accommodation ”’ is laid very bare.) 
See in ‘ Causes of Corruption,’ by Burgon, pp. 105/106. 
aper (pro ape) BD*l W-H™* Sod” [non minn vid] eper N. 
See under ‘‘Change of Tense”’ for Latin evidence, but the idea 
of B (with cop?) is apparently again a question of harmonising 
pairs or triplets and by achange of a letter (not writing αἱρησει) 
he makes a harmony of παλιν de oW omar vas, Kar χαρησεται 
υμων ἡ καρδια, και τὴν χαριν υμων οὐδεις apEL ad’ υμων. 
καθὼς και ἡμεῖς (pro καθως nuets) B*MSUYII? Sod min*™4 
tg gat vg syr hier 1/2 arm Ath [against Cyril]. The group is 
feeble and savours very much of improvement: ‘wa wow ἑν 
καθως (-Ἐ και) nues.”” NSD W[Soden misquotes W on the other 
side|W and all the rest and the versions oppose B and this 
small company. (Syr sin with a bce ff r omits the whole of 
the last clause in verse 11 from w dedwxas μοι to the end). I 
should lke to know however upon what principles Hort and 
Soden refuse to take up this addition of καὶ by B supported by 
five other uncials and Ath. 

Ψ 33 al’ et Sod":° add after ev καθως ἡμεις +ev εσμεν. (-Ἐεν 
X βοῦν 2138). 


2. See under “Coptic.” In order to stipport for ovs, approxi- 


mately the same authorities add καὶ before εφυλαξα. This is 
a much less difficult place to adjudicate than many, and seems 
to me to be very clear manipulation. In verse 11 we have: 
TATEP AYLE THPNTOY aUTOUS EV TW ονομᾶτι σοῦ ᾧ δεδωκας μοι. 
But in verse 12: ote nunv μετ avtwv (εν τω κοσμω) EYw ETNPOVY 
aUTOUS εν TW ονομᾶτι σοῦ ods δεδωκας μοι εφυλαξα, και 
ουδεις εξ AUTWY απωλετο... 


+ Tischendorf neglects Scrivener’s codices and Chrysostom (but see Matthaer 


ad (cc.). 
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The latter is manipulated to...eyw etnpovy avtous εν Tw 
ονοματι @ δεδωκας μοι Kat edvrata... by BCLW 7 (0) 33 64 
Paris” sah arm syr hier Cyr W-H [nil mg] non Soden. As to 
boh while giving © it does not have καὶ before εφυλαξα, while 
d Hil, who hold ovs, add καὶ before εφυλαξα. The presence 
of Cyr in the combination shows that it remained an Alex- 
andrian tradition until his time. δὲ hesitatingly writes: ote 
Μὴν KET AUTMVY EYW ETNPOVVY αὐτοὺς EV TW ονοματι K σου Kal 
εφυλασσον Kat οὐδις εξ avtwv aTwAeTO... N* omits w dedwxas 
μοι with sy7 sin; N° inserts, with o for w (as Evan 7 and sah 
boh), and modifies καὶ εφυλασσον | Male Sod de d r cum &*| 
to και εφυλαξα retaining και. 

The Syriacs and Latins grouped are against this interpreta- 
tion in verse 12. In verse 11 sy sin and the majority of it 
omit the last clause involving ὦ dedwxas μοι wa wow ev καθως 
ημεις. 
πιστευὴ (pro πιστευσ) N*BC*W Sod*|non al.| Clem Eus 
Tisch W-H, against the rest and against Orig Ath Cyr and 
Sod, See under “ Change of Tense.” This is probably 
“Improvement” to agree with the form of πιστευοντων in 
verse 20. If so, it is another rather forced pair. πιστευση 
is undoubtedly right. 
wa wow ἑν καθως ἡμεῖς ν So (N)BC*DLW 1 [non fam] 33 
397 (Paris) ἃ e syr hier sin aeth Clem Hipp Eus 2/4 Cyr 2/3 
W-H dc Sod txt suppressing ἐσμεν. This may possibly be 
basic, but δὲ and Paris” are observed to manipulate a little 
further, which is suspicious. δὲ and Paris” write: wa wow 
ἐν καθως ἡμεῖς suppressing the final ἕν as well as εσμεν, while 
Chr suppresses the whole clause. 

a" adds καὶ before ἡμεῖς and P** omits ἡμεῖς. cinverts : sicut 
sumus nos unum. [Soden neglects this testimony]. The 
Coptics retain the verb. All this points to a rather equivocal 
position for the minority, although ἐσμεν may be an addition. 
Observe that the testimony of Hws and Cyr is on both sides. 

I fear that we must once more accuse B of an “‘improving”’ 

tendency here. Among the following varieties B has only the 

countenance of his friend L and of W, yet Hort and Soden 

follow suit. 

εἰ μη NY ουτος KaKov Toinoas N* cf. syr sah pers|e mali aliquid 

bios) 46. aye SRGROY ποιῶν BLNW W-H ώ Sod faciens 

4) KAKO ποίων C*Y 33 Evst 63 a (r) male faciens 

KQKOTOLOS AN Gr"! Sod° et Paris™ Latt pl 
(malefactor) verss Hus Chr Cyr. 

It does not look favourable for B when Cyr is against him 
in such a place, and when even N changes the tense (rather 


59) ~'9:3 9) 


33. 39 ” 2) 


ee eee ἀμ ὼ, δι, 
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rE happily here although Tisch abandons N* and goes with 
N°BLW and W-H Sod), and when Ath improvises («axoupyos), 
and Nonnus paraphrases unnecessarily with e μὴ env τέλεσας 
αφατον κακον. It shows a little too much consideration of the 
passage. None of Matthaei’s or Scrivener’s or Soden’s cursives 
know anything of any variation nor does Paris” so close to NB 
hereabouts. 

XVill. 84. ato σεαυτου συ τουτο Reyes ΕΝ Paris’® Cyr 
W-H ὦ Sod txt (Chr απο cavtov...) 
απο GEAVTOU TOUTO εἴπας N 

All the rest including W and all reported cursives (but 
Paris*’) have ad eavtov... followed by Tischendorf. 

Surely, surely, if af eavtov were the revision, a trace of απὸ 
ceavtov would remain in some cursives. δὲ has an excuse for 
revising because his text (with ΤΟ" and some cursives) lacks 
ov, but with BCLNY and Cyr it seems to be a case of pure 
revision. 

x1x. 26. We have been quite a while without an example of a “ pair.” 
But the opportunity offers and B avails itself of it. We read 
Incovs ovy (or δε) ἐδων THY μητερα καὶ τον μαθητὴν παρεστωτα 
ον ἡγαπα λέγει TH μητρι AUTOV.... 

Here NBLXWY 1 22 138 2°° Paris®? 50 α}}} δάδτ b e arm Cyr 
W-H ὦ Sod suppress αὐτου against all others and against 
Origen. The reason seems to be because in the first part of 
the verse ἐδων τὴν μητερα is without αὐτου, therefore αὐτου 
should be absent on the second occasion. For a similar 
reason the latins a ὁ and most versions (but absolutely no 
Greeks but © and Sod” now first adduced by von Soden) 
supply αὐτου after τὴν μητερὰ in the first place. My critics 
will please observe the advent of © and Sod°” and the 
company which they keep. 

29. -Ἐτου (ante ofovs secund.) BLWY Sod’ 1 33 188 2” and 
N° with the Georgian version, but these only followed by W-H 
and Soden. It seems to be a sheer ‘‘improvement”’ em- 
phasising the matter upon the second mention of the vinegar : 
“ἔσκευος exelto οξους μεστον * σπογγον ουν μεστον του οξους... 
It is in reality another question of the consideration given to 
‘“‘ pairs.” (Soden says “καὶ 1 τοῦ H*,” but Schmidtke’s 
edition says nothing of the kind, printing μεστον οἕους without 
του and without any και). 

xx. 6 init. ερχεται ovy Kat Σιμων Ietpos tBLX et N°T°W 88 56- 
; 58-61 397 Sod*! vg®™ W-H ὦ Sod tzt. 


t Wordsworth omits B*, and does not record that r (which he mentions) reads 
exactly with the coptics autem et and not ergo et as vg®™, 
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John 
(a) and arm substitute καὶ for ovv, but none add exactly as 


the above (except vg®™) besides the sak and δον versions 
which have epyetar de kar as 7 alone of the Latins, so that 
I cannot place it exactly under ‘‘ Coptic” or ‘‘ Coptic and 
Latin.” It seems to be undoubtedly an ‘ improving” 
accretion in common with sah boh and could not have been 
dropped by all the others if basic. Syr pesh and sin (now 
available again) have δὲ without καὶ as the latin fragment v. f 
The coptics preserve this Ae but add ως (boh), 2.wuwd 
on (sah). This ew, and not ost simply, implies improve- 
ment to the narrative and equates etiam ipse as to Peter. 
Hence it is an accretion in sah boh which overflowed to 
BLXW. The others ignore it, including VY and Paris*’ and 
Cyril (Pers and Georg have no copula at all). 

xx. 13. I cannot let this little matter pass without ga The text 
rans with great simplicity :-— 

“Kat λεγουσιν AUTN EKELVOL * γυναι, TL κλαιεις ; NEEL AUTOLS * OTL 

npav τον κυριον μου και οὐκ οιἰδα που εθηκαν aUToOV.” 

Two slight changes of the same nature are here made respectively 
by δὲ and B. 

δὲ elides the initial «az, alone of Greeks (with 397 [Sod°!’]) and against 
the weight of evidence, but in the coptic manner with sah syr sin pers 
and some Old Latins. Not so B. 

B, on the other hand, alone of Greeks, ADDS καὶ as an introduction 
before the woman’s reply, reading cau Neyer αὐτοῖς. OTL NPaV.... 

This seems a small matter, but it is really of the utmost importance. 
At such a place an examination of the versions is immensely profitable. 
First then how do the Latins stand? None add any copula in the second 
place, but the reviser of g shows what he thought about it by improvising 
“quae dixit” alone of Latins for dictt ets, actually suppressing αὐτοῖς as 
Eus™* when reporting the matter ‘7 δὲ εἰπεν ᾿᾿ supplying an autem. Has 
B then no support from sah boh syr? No, none at all. They do not 
provide a copula, and pers beautifully says εἰπὲν without αὐτοῖς. When 
our investigation reaches aeth and arab they follow B’s intuition and add 
with him a «a. Turn now to georg and the later sax and they also 
find it necessary to add something. But they add Tune. 

When Dean Burgon characterised δὲ and B as “‘ two false witnesses ” 
was he so very far wrong? Is the evidence at this place not absolutely 
conclusive of the non-neutral character of their thinking process ? 

[In this conversation much more may be learned. Observe δὲ in 
verses 15 and 16 again. | 


+ Correct von Soden as torandv. rreads autem et but v only autem. Therefore 
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οπου noav οἱ μαθηται (-- συνηήγμεν) N*ABDIWA* 44* 95 
122* 246* ks ΟΣ Sod’ 1°83 [ambo in Sinai] a? d q μὶ dim 
gat aur vgg 1/2 Vigil Taps syr pesh sin et W-H. 

This aggregation may look strong, but we miss the usual 
supporting cursives for such an omission, if basic. We miss 
LXV among the Greek uncials, while syr hier sah boh aeth 
arm georg slav (hiat goth) all have ovvnypevor with Hus Cyr'* 
and bcef ffgr ὃ of the Latins. 

The followers of Hort are requested to place cuvnyuevor in 
the margin. Soden retains it in his text! 

It is not as if B were not given to ‘‘improvement.’’ In the 

very next verse we have another “ pair’’: 
Kal Tas χειρας και τὴν πλευραν by BA apparently quite 
alone, where the first καὶ has been inserted to ‘‘rhyme”’ with 
καὶ τὴν πλευραν. No others doit, not W nor L nor V nor a 
single minuscule, nor can Soden produce one new witness 
among all his sympathetic codices. No Latins do it, no other 
version reflects it, yet Hort calmly includes it in his text with- 
out a syllable in the margin to indicate that only two Mss out 
of thousands read thus. The Oxford edition of 1910 rejects it 
without comment. Butif ever anything were deliberate and 
not ‘unconscious ἡ (as Hort says) on the part of B, this small 
matter is an example of deliberation. And observe that Hort 
rejected the reading of B above at xx. 13. He takes the καὶ 
here because A (alone) supports. Can foolishness go further ? 
ανεβη B etc., or eve8n NLWY, -ουν NBCLNXIPWY Sod”? 
L [non fam| 22.33 91 138,239 Ore LauraA’* Sod? 114148 7 ngs 
boh sah syr hier Cyr (and ὁ vg? slav tune adscendit, syr pesh 
sin aeth et adscendit). 

This is against D and the other twelve uncials plus Π ἢ, all 
the other minn, all the Latins except ¢, arm georg and pers, 
and looks very much like an addition to improve the sense. 
Notwithstanding the imposing array for +ovv I challenge it, 
and when the supporting testimony is analysed it proves to be 
weak, and not homogeneous. 
τουτον + οὖν NBCD [non Sod] 33 it vg boh sah Orig Anast 

Cyr W-H ὦ [Sod]. 

| However in various endeavours elsewhere, in between these 
places, to be graphic in this chapter, the matter of copulas is 
manipulated by many of our documents, and it would not be 
wise to be didactic as to any of the numerous changes which 
follow. | 
οὐκ εἰπεν δὲ (pro Kat οὐκ εἰπεὶὸ NBCW 88 Sod’ c boh 10/20 
sah 2/3 syr pesh hier sin verss al. alig. Orig Cyr Chr alia 
W-H [non Sod] (Om. copul. sah 1/3 boh 10/20 [hos περὶ. Sod.]). 
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This is distinctly what one would expect. ‘This word then 
went abroad among the brethren that that disciple would not 
die; but Jesus did not say...” 

whereas the majority of Greeks, with the Latins, am, and 
aeth [but the latter is negligible] say καὶ οὐκ εἰπεν, which 
seems far less natural. But that is just the point. If de 
were basic, who would ever have thought of changing to 
και Clearly, we end as we began, with a charge against 
the B group—whatever its subsidiary company may be—of 
manipulation of the record. The translator of pers saw so 
clearly how the sentence should run, to convey its full sense, 
that, going beyond the syriac, he says: ‘‘ haud (tamen) quod 
non moriturus esset, dixit (Jesus), SED si velim...”’ bringing 
the sed in very late. As Malan translates: ‘ though he did 
not say that he may not die, but if I wish...” 

I do not fear to be accused of straining a point (and observe 
that Tischendorf and Soden reject the NBCW group here in 
verse 23), because in the very next verse B doctors the 


xxl. 24. record by adding καὶ (see under “‘ Solecisms”’) and generally 


iv. 46. 


shows a desire in this chapter to emphasise matters. Because 
Cyril joins B and the new ms W (the complete group for 6 
καὶ μαρτυρων is now BW Cyr [Soden adds Qp]) it does not 
mend matters. The very same point appealed to a small 
minority of late Latins, who add ille and write ‘‘ Hic est 
discipulus ile qui testimonium... .”’ 


Change without Improvement. 


ev Kava (pro es τὴν kavav) BN soli.t Is this neutral? Is 
it? I insist upon an answer, for it is either deliberate or the 
grossest kind of carelessness. It is not ‘‘ neutral” apparently 
for Hort and the Oxford edition and Soden cast it out of their 
texts, nor could they do otherwise. Well, then it fulfils the 
other alternative of rank carelessness; but what kind of care- 
lessness ? Evidently from a concurrent version. It is in the 
original Greek an instance of the accusative of motion after 
mGev. The verse opens: ηλθεν ovy παλιν εἰς την Kava. 
Kava being treated as indeclinable the Latins say in Cana, but 
the Coptics eTKANA (to the Cana). δὲ however declines 
it and avoids any chance of difficulty by writing εἰς τὴν καναν 
(cf. some vgg). B, unless he was somnolent while looking 


Τ᾿ Soden reports 348 (his 151) for εἰς kava (—rnv), and further adds in support of B for 


εν kava X? ( 


his A*) and Sod*** 1° the former at Sinat, the latter now at Athos, but both 


largely sharing version influence elsewhere, as does 348 most distinctly and a real 


adherent of 


the B family. 
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at the Coptic, must have written it in from the Latin, as 
probably N. At any rate it is not only at the opposite pole 
to a “neutral” reading, but it shows carelessness due to ὦ 
sight of a version. Many things have previously tended in 
this direction. Must I go further than this to prove my point ? 
The critics certainly cannot fall back here on a joint common 
Greek base being responsible for readings visible in B and 
Coptic, or B and Latin, as they are never tired of dinning into 
my ears, and trying to make me appear over-ingenious or 
foolish. If the said imaginary lost Greek base influenced B 
why do the editors not adopt the reading ? 

One word more. In verse 47 (following) B, with NCLT” 
and DW with frag gr-copt (graeco) Crum-Ken, 33 69 [non 
fam] 213 814 892 Sod'® [non Paris®’| only of Greeks and a d ὁ 
l q foss Orig, writes καὶ npwra sine avtov with W-H Sod txt 
(against all the rest of the Greeks, the Syriacs, the Coptics 
and Aethiopic, which have avtov). Hence it was a Graeco- 
Latin which doubtless misled B in verse 46. 

In verse 50 again B with only NDW Sod °37 sah c d 1 
og Cyr W-H & Soden writes ἐπίστευσεν without a copula, 
against all the rest καὶ επιστ. and LT” 213 314 892 s*" emior. 
de. Although this style is Coptic, none but two boh codices 
suppress the copula here. It is again Latin or Sahidic 
influence. 


3. BNW only of uncials and 71 127 with ten other cursives and 


a dozen more of Soden add της before TiBeprados. It does not 
seem to be called for nor do Tischendorf or Hort or Soden 
insert the article. Why not? Is B’s “underlying Greek 
text’ not basic here, supported as it is by NW and a score of 
cursives ? 

The whole spirit of the Gospels is lost on B and on his 
frequent consorts Clu. Here is a case. For: “αλλ wa ἢ 
γραφὴ πληρωθὴ " ο TpwywY μετ εμοῦυ τον apTov emnpev (ΟΥ̓ 
eT NPKEV) ET εμε THY πτερναν αὐτου ᾿᾿ Of practically all authorities, 
BCL and four cursives (127* 249 b** 892) ¢ vg™ [against all 
Latins and Tert] aeth sah [non boh] Eus®* [but not Lus*™] 
Cyre™ [but not Cyr] Origen ce [but against himself close 
by elsewhere] read μου tov aprtov, apparently straining after 
the language of Psa. xl. 10 καὶ yap 0 avOpwros τῆς εἰρηνης μου 
ef ov eXmIGa, 0 ἐσθιων apTovs μου εμεγαλυνεν eT εμε 
πτερνισμον. But our Lord did not say “as it is written ”’ 
but ‘‘in order that the scripture might be fulfilled,” and if he 


T plus 213 (Sod**) Sodi?? 18148 tam CN (and Soden tat ἐμου without μετ’, evidently an 
error for μου [see his note ‘“ per ἐμου ] μου etc.”]). 


398 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


chose to utter prophetic words, or John wrote down a wording 
agreeing with the fulfilment of the prophecy, would not BCL 
Orig have done well to hold to it and not to turn up the 
Psalm for “control.” Asa matter of fact B bungles another 
matter, for he (and he alone) writes ewe for em eue in the second 
clause, against the language of the Psalm. I fear Origen is 
implicated in the first misquotation, for he (once) is against 
himself (thrice) for pet exov with ND wnel® and WY all 
minuscules (but those named), and Paris” ἐξ vg Hus*™ 
Chrs Cyr? Thdt® and all versions but aeth sah. In the 
Latin, mecum panem might easily have become mewm panem 
with some, but it has not. Only vg? (possibly vg®) have this, 
while ᾧ has mecum panem mewm as E* and four boh mss. 
I cannot enter this under Coptic, for boh so positively opposes 
sah which goes with BCL. It must remain a lamentable 
exhibition of a non-neutral text, which Hort has foisted on 
to us, printing the sentence in capital letters as a quotation, 
which it is not (for it does not even say ‘‘ that the scripture 
may be fulfilled which saith,’ but merely ‘‘ that the scripture 
may be fulfilled’’), and failing to see the beauty of the 
application of the words to its fulfilment. Hort has no 
marginal alternative and no note in ‘ Select Readings,’ but 
Souter does not feel perfectly happy about his master’s 
wonderful methods here. While his Oxford edition of the 
R.V. keeps μου in the text it gives us not only pet εμου in 
the margin, but Souter jots down the evidence besides in his 
note. Will he please observe now that while 892 goes with 
B, which he forgot to note (covering the three mss by ‘al. 
pauc.”’) that W and Paris” oppose, as well as Tertullian. And 
will Soden please to note that his text ““εμου is without ms 
support. 

(The only authority to strive after verbal conformity to the 
LXX is e, which has adampliawit = eweyadvvev for the ernpev 
or ernpxev of the rest. This Tischendorf does not mention 
nor Soden.) 

In a case of this kind the supporting cursives should be 
carefully examined. He should not say ‘“‘min pauc” but 
specify them. Sometimes a mixed band of cursives ft join 
ὃς or B for a reading in which some common change is judged 
desirable, or is the result of a common error, but this lot, 
127 249 892 τ, is not a common lot. In fact the only 


+ This is another point which Soden does not appreciate, for he omits cursives 
reported by Mill, Wetstein and the older collators even when B has no other support but 
that of these. 
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semi-outsider is b*’. The other three have definite affiliations 


with the B stem and the B traditions.t They have weight 
merely as confirming that B or the prototype of B read thus. 
They do not represent a separate line. 127 is a very critical 
codex (sometimes alone with Ovigen), 249 excessively so, and 
892 is about as close a late document as we can get to B. 
Soden’s added Mss will also bear investigation. 

Observe next that when Hort prints this as a quotation in 
capitals, following the form of BCL, it does not yet agree 
with the LXX, the printed text of which (exactly as in B’s 
own Old Testament volume) has aprovs μου and not pov τον 
aptov, so that it should not be dignified with capitals. 

Another point remains to be noted. The LXX quotation 
closes ‘em ewe πτερνισμον᾽ as against ‘er ewe τὴν πτερναν 
αὐτου Where was 33 above? Absent from the B ranks. 
But here, with 69 [non fam] 11. 248 253 259 705 Sod*™ and 
Origen 1/4 Hus®** it suppresses τὴν before πτερναν to get as 
near the O.T. quotation as it can. The testimony therefore of 
33 here is important against B in the previous matter. Finally 
the Chr codices vary much among themselves, some following 
the LXX for πτερνισμον, showing how all turned up the 
passage for control. Yet none but BCL, those cursives named, 
aeth sah, one latin codex, Hort, Soden and the Oxford edition 
propose to mutilate the N.T. record. 

xvi. 13, Similarly B is implicated with all other Greeks (axovce: or 
axovon) in apparently changing the axover of NL [negl. Sod 
L] 33 Ath 1/2 Cyr 1/2 ὃ el foss Ambr 1/2 slav goth sax; as 
Tisch says “ offendebat axover et propter Nadrnoe mutandum 
videbatur.”” One boh Ms and aeth georg have the past tense 
nxovae, Which here properly ranks with the present as against 
the future. Of course it is possible to argue from a doctrinal 
point of view that the more authoritative present tense in 
speaking of the Third Person of the Trinity has been put in by 
NL 33, but no one of these mss is given to this kind of thing, 
and it may well be basic, particularly as Ὁ supports. I have 
ereat confidence in 0 in cases of this kind.t Compare the 


t Observe 127 at xiv. 26/27 +eyo with BL alone, and note 249 in countless places. 

1 Observe in xvi. 18 the “ shorter text’ in NDW fam 1 fam 18 al. pawe. and Paris” 
ofi—6 λέγει with bade ff syr hier arm sah georg, whereas B with the lonely company 
of 213 397 aeth omits τι Nader at the end of the verse, which Hort proceeds to place in 
square brackets, leaving the previous o λεγει to stand. What kind of ‘ neutral” is this 
with only these in support? The Oxford edition removes the square bracket and scouts 
the idea of B’s ““ neutrality.”” Another sunstroke of B, no doubt. Soden produces the 
two cursive witnesses named, viz. 213 and 397. Observe them elsewhere with B. But 
Soden does not remove τὶ λάλει on their added authority, recognising that they are of 
one plumage. 
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amplification In verse 15 δια τουτο εἰπὸν ott εκ τοῦ εμοῦυ 
λαμβάνει (corresponding to ἀκούει) καὶ ἀναγγελεῖ υμιν 
by B and the mass. 

(S lacks all verse 15 from an error of homoioteleuton ; δὲ“ 
has λημψεται and αναγγελλει). 
expavyacav λέγοντες (pro εκραυγαΐζον rey. vel εκραζον Rey.) 

BD" 33 131 157 249 435 604 al. aliq. et Sod™ et a. 

Westcott and Hort adopt this change of tense although 
λέγοντες follows, and they do it against the vast majority and 
against Cyr (expafov) and against Origen (expavyafov). Wiser 
far are the Revisers who recall expafov λεγοντες, and Soden 
with expavyafov λέγοντες. 

NS has edeyov for exp. Xeyovtes and Paris” expavyafov without 
λέγοντες, and 71 expafov without λέγοντες, none apparently 
εκραυγασαν without λεγοντες. 


39. εἐλέίγμα (pro piypa) N*BW soli (ὁ malagmam). δὲς corrects 


this. It cannot be right, although Hort has to adopt it in his 
text. B then substitutes a roll for a mixture. (WithS and W 
the case is not quite the same; see below). And e adopts a 
kind of half-way house with malagmam for mizturam. As to 
μίγμα it is itself an ἅπαξ rey. in the N.T.: edeywa does not 
occur at all, and forms of ελέσσω only twice (Heb. 1. 12 ελιεξεις, 
Rev. vi. 14 ελισσομενον). A few Mss read σμιγμα, but Soden 
cannot find any additional testimony for ediypa. 

Now, while B alone has φερων ediyywa, N and W have 
exov ελιγμα. This exov is pure bohairic [against sah 
ACIEINE = ἤνεγκε as syr pesh and other versions]. How exev 
of boh (which has o-wgetraead, as sah πο λοι ged) came to 
be tacked on to ελέγμα and replace φερων prypa of all other 
Greeks and all other versions would be a mystery if I had not 
already shown the extraordinary and hitherto unappreciated 
close inter-relationship of the versions with the Greek mss of 
Egypt. Incidentally this very eywv of NW boh (soli imter 
omn.) is ample proof that boh is as old as NW. They must 
have got it from boh. Boh could not have got it from them 
not being in close enough sympathy in the neighbourhood to 
warrant any accusation that boh had used δὲ or W in trans- 
lating. And observe the exwy (lit. cui est) is used by boh*™ fF 
and is basic. As to edvyua substituted for μιγμα by NW, 
taken in connection with eywy substituted for φερων, it is clear 
that both δὲ and W were using some critical helps. Possibly 
some early Egyptian commentary explained that piypa 


+ Only the bohcatenaN has “and he brought ”’ OCOS, ACUIME as sahom ACE MNE- 


i “ῃῳν ΨΨ 


Note. 
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involved a package of some kind and used the word ελιγμα. 
But edvywa must be wrong or it would have overflowed into 
the coptic. The coptic words corresponding to μίγμα (here 
transliterated plainly from the Greek) are quite different. 

It has often been said that W-H have been unfairly accused 


of printing the readings of B alone. Yet here is a case in point. They 
print φερων edXvyua, which is only read by B. 


John ; 


τ Ὥς 


vi. 45. 


Indeterminate. 


Ξ λιθιναι vdprat (pro υδριαι λιθινα) NBUXWV 33 185 314 
Paris*’ Sod*** only of Greeks, plus arm? only of Versions, 
plus ὁ only of Latins and vgg aur W-H and Soden texts. 

This order of the ten Greeks is opposed by all other 
Greeks and 892, by both Coptics, by the Syriac [hiant syr cu 
sim], and by all Old Latins but c. 

It is very clearly a question here of a real “‘ neutral” text 
for NB (since they are agreed and supported by the subsequent 
copyists LX) or of a deliberate change, for a reason which 1 
do not understand.t| Malan makes his arm codex read with 
them, and it is the way the sazon expresses it, but this is 
merely following vulgate order, which St. Jerome obtained 
from a codex similar to NB. The suspicious part is the 
solitary adherence of ὁ [D ὦ are still missing] with which even 
the Aethiopic does not agree (= hydriae sex lapidiae), for ὁ 
has been tinged with much Egyptian revision. How is it that 
all the rest are opposed to these ten Greeks and ὁ ὃ 

Note that δὲ with a e arm subsequently omits κείμεναι. 

This shows that the foundation of the arm text here is similar, 
as well as old. 
The textus receptus reads ο axovoas and μαθων (Tas ο ἀκουσας 
Tapa Tov TaTpos Kat μαθων ερχεται προς με) ἴῃ which it is 
supported by NABCKLTII Sod” al. ὁ f fff vg Orig’ Cyr’, 
but opposed by o ακουων of the rest andabdeg q 7088 gat 
Hil etc. Who is right? Tert seems to show that he read 
axovoas, for alluding (Prax) he says Omnem qui a patre 
AUDISSET θέ DIDICISSET venire ad se. Here it is true he reads 
didicisset into μαθων, whereas μαθων seems to imply a con- 
tinuance of action. 

It is a pretty place to try and settle. 


7 Observe that 71 348 omit λιθιναι and 6P* omits λιθιναι εξ [neither mentioned by 


Tisch]. Does this cursive (so important often elsewhere), not mentioned here by Soden, 
perchance hold the original base ? 


t 7 is mutilated here, although Soden quotes it with c f ff. 
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John 


x1. 54. I confess to the feeling of being on very tender ground here. 
In the final clause caxer διετριβεν peta των μαθητων of most 
and D, with att, SBLW only with 249 397 Paris™ Sod®™% r Orig 
substitute ewecvev for διετριβεν. This is also clearly shared by 
sah boh (aeth?), using ACILQUUTIE here (as against a different ex- 
pression in 111. 22), although Tischendorf does not mention it. He 
remarks ‘‘ dvetpiBev vero practer hunc locum inN.T. non legitur 
nist Joh ii. 22 et passim in actis.” We have had διετριβεν 
before then in St. John at 11. 22 in exactly the same kind of 
phrase: “καὶ exer διετριβεν μετ avtwv και εβαπτιζεν,᾽᾿ but 
we have also had εμεινεν several times (iv. 40 καὶ εμεινεν exer 
δυο nmepas, 11. 12 καὶ exer εμειναν ov πολλας ἡμερας, xX. 40 Kaz 
εμεινεν exet, and in this chapter at xi. 6 tote μὲν epewev ev w 
nv ToT δυο ἡμερας). 

The double argument can therefore be drawn, first that 
the mass of authorities borrowed διετριβεν from John 11. 22 
by way of improvement [but why should they want to im- 
prove here?], or secondly that NBLW recollected, preferred, 
or borrowed euevev from the other passages cited. διετριβεν 
does not occur again in St. John, whereas μένω occurs many 
times (notably at xiv. 25 ταυτα λελαληκα vay Tap υμιν μενων) 
and is a word whose parts occur over thirty times in St. 
John’s Gospel with a variety of subjects (of the Spirit at 
the Baptism, of the body of Jesus remaining on the cross, 
of the beloved disciple remaining till he came etc.) besides 
being of frequent occurrence in St. John’s epistles. Therefore 
speaking in a Johannine way eyewvev would be much more 
familiar to the ear than διετριβεν. As 249 joins the little 
band for εμεινεν, and was with them in other questionable 
changes in ch. x1., I incline to think that ewevver is revision 
of the basic text, for what purpose it is difficult to say. . 
Certainly διετριβεν is the proper antithesis to περίεπατει at 
the beginning of the verse rather than the colourless εμείνεν. 
A solid consensus of syr and latin here for διετριβεν opposes 
the few Greeks with copt for ἐμεινεν, and Burkitt’s canon here : 
can be applied in favour of sy7 and lat, the more so in view 
of the rest of the bad record of those favouring epeuvev. 
I have a feeling that ἐμεινεν is due to Origen’s restless activity. 
He quotes thrice, each time with NBLW εμεινεν, just as, a 
little further on, at xi. 57, Origen® with only NBIMW and ἢ 
eight cursives (so W-H ὦ Soden texts) countenances the 
substitution of evtoXas for evtoAnv of all other mss and all 
versions. NB Origen here mean to imply the giving of com- 
mands right and left to take our Lord, and were not satisfied : 
with ἐντολὴν. Lest I should be misunderstood in saying 


John 


xvi. 28. 


γι. Ὁ. 


vil. 39. 


Vili; D2: 
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that I have a feeling about Origen deliberately making the 
other change, I would add that Chrysostom’ gives away the 
mental attitude involved, by confirming my views as to the 
second case, as he writes καὶ εδωκαν παραγγελίας [non cit. 
Sod], varying the word but expressing the plural. 

Westcott and Hort say nothing in ‘Notes on Select 
Readings’ about dsetpsBev/euervev—which surely is a key-note 
to revision on one side or the other—although in these notes 
on the very verse they discuss the locality of the place 
mentioned. Observe my remarks on xiv. 7 under ‘“‘ Synonyms,” 
which throw a strong sidelight on the matter. 

[Another substitution occurs at xiv. 16, of the Paraclete, 
where δὲ and B and LQX, but in differing positions, substitute 
ἢ for μένῃ of most, but μένῃ here may have crept in from the 
μένει used in verse 17 following]. 
εκ TOV TATPOS BC*LXW?[Sod contra Lake|t 33 249 

Sod? stam ΚΙΟΝ Fipiph W-H ὦ Sod izxt. 
mapa του watpos NrelletV?minnCyr (Chramo) (Cf. verss) 
(-- εξηλθον παρα tov matpos DW bd (e ff) ) Cp. verse 27 and 
the end εξηλθον, reduplicated at the beginning of verse 28. 


B and Origen in Conflict. 


c 


és  BAD*GUAWY min™ W-H & Soden, but Orig Cyr ὁ 
with δὶ Sod°*’ and the rest. 


. ἀποθνηση B Eus soli et W-H™. Orig αποθανὴ as all 


others (but V ἀποληται, and τεθνηξεται Clem™*ot), 


Sod'** 6469 fam 8) sap, boh aeth + Cyr who read with the large 
arm syr i! Orig™ [W-H txt] © majority τὴν σαρκα. 
+aytov δεδομενον BX” (254) e g syr hier Orig 1/3, but 
distinctly against Orig and Origi™* elsewhere, who with 
NKTIT Sod’ Cyr Hesych add nothing. (See under ‘‘ Con- 
flation ’’ for further remarks.) 
θανατον ov μὴ θεωρηση (pro ov μὴ yevontar Oavatov) B 
213 Paris*’ Hust 32 e (sax) contra mundum et contra Orig"s, 
See remarks under ‘‘ Improvement.” 


2. τὴν capKa avTou BT3 892 ; but opposed by Orig and 


. αλλ ove  B oman. (adrXra ove DX) but Orig thrice καὶ οὐκ with 


pers only and vg**, Soden does not deign to notice this thrice 
repeated reading of Origen. Why not? Pers [not mentioned 


+ I have grave doubts as to Soden’s correctness in such places as to ¥. Notice here 
in his upper notes that he adds D (I@55) for ex rov πατρὸς whereas in the lower ones he 
admits that D with W omits the clause altogether ! 


pn 
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ΤΟΝ ἃ 


by Tiscnendorf (never quoted by ϑοα6)))} is a most important 
witness, perhaps going back of sy7 sin here. 
x. 18. npev NB soli et W-H tat, but Orig?'*s with all the rest acper. 

41. > εποιησεν σημεῖον ovde ev Ογὶρ with KL MXII and WY 157 

and a few against onpeov ἐποίησεν ovdev of B and most. 
xi. 45. καὶ θεασαμενοι 6 εποίῆσν ΒΟ ΠΗ & Sod™, but a 
Orig? es with the majority. 

50. ote συμφερει wa els avOpwros ἀποθανὴ ὑπερ Tov Xaov So NX” 
sah™ 252 Thdt Chr, as in xvii. 14, without υὑμιν or nuw; but 
BDLMXI add vyev after cuudeper with Orig, whereas 
Orig*Ptes with Hustath and Cyr is for the addition of npc, 
as are ARGHIKSUAAIIWYW Sod’ minn®! ¢ fg r ete. sah 
syr arm aeth and all other versions except the itala. As to 
W that Ms joins the latter company and Origen. 

53. For συνεβουλευσαντο Origen witnesses twice with the mass, 
and but once for εβουλευσαντο of NBDW Sod? *:"° Ath 
(Paris®’’ reads συνεβουλευσαντο). 

xii. 15. θυγατερ ὃ mult et Orig’, Ovyatnp Ὁ mult. 
2. Origen is on both sides many times, but, as edited, has tapadw 
against παραδοι of N*BD* soli cum W-H tat [nil mg]. 
10. Origen 6/7 confirms δὲ and ὁ vg Hier Tert for νύψασθαι with- 
out any addition. 
11. +o7z before ovys παντες BCLW 88 213 Sod** Cyr W-H ὦ 
[Sod], but not Orig. 
21. > υμιν Neyo B®! pers (pro Xeyw υμιν rell et Ath Orig'*). At 
x. 7 where B does the same thing Orvg is not available; at 
x. 1 Clem Cyr Chr Lucif and Orig oppose B. 
27. —Ttotre NDL 2” Paris” Sod*¢ ci?! syr sin boh 1/8 sah Cyr 
and Origen 3/7. When he does add he says eta. 
38. ews av 251 and Origen [Sod does not mention Origen], but 
ews ov NB and all except X = ews (—ov). 
(Origen’s looseness is seen at xiii. 19 where he has ezap for 
οταν once, and xiii. 27 evra for Torte). 
xv. 4. μεινὴ most and Hus Cyr, and εμμεινη Orig, but μενη NBL 
213 Paris” W-H & Sod. 
xvi. 25. epyerat (—adda) NBC*D*LXYII? and W I[non fam] 88 
69 [non fam] 213 Paris” ϑοα δὴ 110 sah etc. (see under ‘ Coptic 
and Latin”) but agaist Orig Ath and Cyr, who have 
αλλα. 
ΧΥΙΙ. 21. πιστευη NS*BC*W Clem Hus W-H, but πιστευσὴ all others 
and Orig Ath Cyr and Sod tzt. 
xviii. 6. πιο NBADLNXITWY Sod but against Orig and Cyr. 
xix. 12. expavyacay Deyovtes BD min a W-H, but Orig 
expavyavov Ney. with W and many, and expafov rey. Cyr and 
many. 


Xlli. 


John 


max. 26, 


94. 


41. 


md. 


B IN ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL. 405 


—avtov after τὴ μητρι NBLXWY 1 22 188 Paris®? Sod"? 181 
ὃ ὁ Cyr W-H ὦ Sod txt but none of the others nor N nor 
Origen. 
> τὴν πλευραν αὐτοῦ Orig® and 69-346 258 317 348 397 Hust 
53 bis Paris’ t only of Greeks with lat syr, against αὐτου τὴν 
πλευραν all other Greeks, Coptic and (Ἐπ). 
eteOn nearly all and Origen, but NBW Paris*® Laura’? and 
Cyr nv τεθειμενος. 
μη απτου μυ B! Tert et verss alig but Origen’ with 
all others and a host of supporting Patristic testimony py 
μου απτου. 


. twos bis B (sol inter gr) ae f syr Cypr Orig™ Eus Aug 


Pacian Auct*™™, but against the other Latins, against all the 
Greeks [but B] and against Origen’*t Bas Cyr Novat ete. 


. —ovtos 8 250 c? y al.? and Origen with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2, 


while SBCDW 1 33 2°° latt syr copt place ovtos before ο Xoyos, 
and the rest after it. Ovigen therefore is the most ‘‘ neutral ”’ 
of the three groups. 


t Tisch omits 258 and Hvst 538. Paris‘ is new testimony. 
1 Unless Tisch has greatly erred. Soden quotes Qp as if Origen’s Greek on the side 
of B where Orig’ only seems to belong. 
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CHAPTER X. 


“The real text of the Sacred Writers does not now, since the originals have been 
‘so long lost, lie in any ms or edition, but is dispersed in them all.”"—Bentley. 


“No authority has an unvarying value, no authority is ever homogeneous.”’— 
Westcott (‘ St. John’s Gospel,’ p. xc.). 


EPILOGUE. 


THE foregoing pages leave much unsaid. Many grave passages 
have not passed under review, because they have often been dealt with 
elsewhere. But the composite picture left seems absolutely opposed to 
a superior claim first for the shorter text; secondly for the neutral and 
unprejudiced text; thirdly for a text free from local preferences of 
grammar and syntactical structure. On the contrary, Hort’s description 
of the ms B is contradicted again and again, and I have found him follow- 
ing B with additions more often than with subtractions. But enough 
has perhaps been said about all these matters. 

What I wish to emphasise in this Epilogue is that the assumption 
(upon which the text of JW-H is absolutely and indubitably founded), 
viz. that a conjunction of NBL must be right, carries with it the corollary 
that everything else—twenty uncials and the versions combined—is wrong 
if opposing. It seems like an unnecessary truism to state this at all. 
But the point involved is a grave one. It lies at the root of the whole 
question of textual criticism, of textual principles, and of the next 
revision of the Greek and English texts. ΤῸ suppose that these twenty 
uncials and versions are wrong, when opposed to NBL, presupposes 
a most extraordinary thing. It predicates no less a theory than that 
they all proceed from one erroneous revision of the basic text of NBL, 
which is manifestly and absolutely impossible when one consults the 
documents themselves. The reverse is what I claim. The reverse is 
what I am here contending for. And the reverse is so much easier to 
understand. The aberration of NBL from the mass involves but one 
recension, and the character of that recension I have tried to indicate 
in the foregoing pages. Where NBL try to ‘‘improve,” it must be 
shown that the other side, that the great mass of our other witnesses 
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have been deliberately revised by some one to give us a poorer Greek 
text. On the contrary, the simple testimony of these shows that the 
recension they represent was not striving after classical Greek expressions. 
Again, the other theory presupposes an introduction of pleonasms, which 
NBL try to remove. This carries veritable foolishness on the face of it. 
When NBL make an addition to improve the sense, it involves the 
other theory, the assumption that the mass deliberately (one and all) cut 
out these additions. 

The foregoing pages have been wrung from me by the persistent 
refusal of the critics to see that an Antioch “ revision” such as they 
suppose would have been a crazy one indeed to remove all the ‘‘ good” 
things in δὲ and/or B; and by their failure to appreciate that Greek- 
Egypt was the hot-bed of revision in the third century, continuing 
throughout the fourth, while poor ‘‘ Antioch” pursued the even tenour of 
its way. 

I have therefore tried to sketch, in a military way, the strength and 
the weakness of certain strategic positions, in the hope that hght may 
break in on the whole position of modern criticism, so resolutely 
defended for 100 years by repeated obiter dicta but by very little else. 
~ J had not intended at first to extend the enquiry so as to cover 
the history of δὲ separately. But this will be found completely done 
aif not quite exhaustively down to every minute detail) in Part II. 
This study has involved over a hundred thousand checking references 
and the work had to be done very rapidly so as not to lose the threads 
and cross-threads. Personally, I have been more than repaid for the 
six months of hard work expended upon it, and everything I have ever 
contended for has found ample confirmation in the pictures painted.f 

But all these minute matters, handled in both Part I. as to B and 
Part II. as to δὲ εἰ rell, only lead up to the larger questions still δε 
judice as to the omissions at Luke xxii. 43/44 and Luke xxiii. 34 which 
I have not discussed at all. 

The minute examination however of the idiosyncracies of N and B, 
and the sides which they take in combination otherwise, form the 
necessary foundations for any deductions which are to be drawn in certain 
other weighty matters. 


Luke xxu. 43/44. 


The omission of the account of the bloody sweat from Luke xxii. 43/44 
can safely be attributed to the transfer maiks in early Lectionaries (or 
I should say Gospel books marked as Lectionaries) which misled some 


+ I have amalgamated some of Tischendorf’s notes, thus, I hope, making matters 
much clearer in many places. Soden carries the separation of readings to such a point 
that it is almost impossible to regroup the passages. 
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scribes whose copies were already covered with textual notesf if not 
attributab'e to the influence of the docetists of Alexandria. 

To this day Burkitt speaks of St. Luke xxii. 43/44 (the bloody sweat) 
as among ‘‘the Greater Interpolations”’ [‘ The Old Latin and the Itala,’ 
p. 47]. The facts are all against this being considered as an Interpolation 
at all. But recently the Bishop of Ely (JJ.T.S. Jan. 1912, pp. 278/285) 
has provided a fresh argument for the reception of these verses as being 
entirely genuine, part of the record, and in the handwriting of St. Luke. 
The Bishop has argued at length for πρηνὴς γενόμενος (Acts i. 18), as to 
Judas, being a medical term employed by St. Luke, meaning that ‘“‘ he 
became swollen up” as opposed to the general translation hitherto in 
vogue, and his view appears largely justified by the facts which he 
adduces. If this be the case then καὶ γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ stands 
in the same position as a medical term in Luke xxii. 44. 

This expression medically for ‘“‘ becoming ”’ is prevalent in St. Luke, 
just as we say ‘He is becoming better (or worse),”’ ‘he is becoming 
weaker,” ‘‘he is becoming feverish,” ‘‘ he is becoming deaf,” ‘‘he is 
becoming mad,” “he is becoming unlike himself,’ ‘he is becoming 
nervous,” “6 is becoming crotchety,” ‘‘he is becoming saner,”’ ‘‘ he is 
becoming tired,” “he is becoming anxious,” “ he is becoming stupid,” 
‘he is becoming hungry” [cf. Act x. 10 ἐγένετο δὲ πρόσπεινος καὶ ἤθελε 
γεύσασθαι of Peter], “he is becoming more free from pain,” “he is 
becoming cruel,” etc. etc. 

Examine St. Luke’s diction for a parallel to γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ 
besides the well known one in Acts xii. 23 καὶ γενόμενος σκωληκόβρωτος, 
and we are struck at once in: 

Acts xii. 11, of St. Peter, by the expression: καὶ ὁ Πέτρος γενόμενος 
ἐν ἑαυτῷ “coming to himself,’ and in: 

Acts xvi. 29, of the Jailer: καὶ ἔντρομος γενόμενος, all three 
expressions involving a mental attitude. Note Acts xxi. 17 γενεσθαι 
με ἐν ἐκστάσει. 

This is also singularly illustrated in Acts xv. 25 γενομένοις 
ὁμοθυμαδόν, of the Apostles and elders of the Church being mentally 
(fan gecond: © 

The peculiarity of St. Luke’s use of ἐγένετο is well illustrated at 
Luke xvi. 22 of the death of the beggar in the parable of Dives and 
Lazarus: ἐγένετο δὲ ἀποθανεῖν τὸν πτωχόν, as it were “finally came 
to the point of death’ from exhaustion, whereas the rich man’s death 
(xvi. 22) is dismissed with ἀπέθανε δὲ καὶ ὁ πλούσιος. 


+ For these obeli, indicative of various matters, were very liable to confusion. See 
p. 304 note. 

+ I am indebted to Professor Rendel Harris for pointing this out to me. 
Dr. Harris in his pleasant and modest manner accepts the Bishop's interpretation of 
πρηνὴς γενόμενος against his own previous view and applies it to γενόμενος ev ἀγωνίᾳ as 
another Lucan medical expression. Since this was written Dr. Harris has published a 
short article on the subject in the ‘ American Journal of Theology ’ for Oct. 1918. 
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Again, in Acts xxvili. 8 we read: ἐγένετο δὲ τὸν πατέρα τοῦ IomXiov 
πυρετοῖς Kal δυσεντερία συνεχόμενον κατακεῖσθαι. Here again this 
“becoming”? distinctly employed in connection with the medical terms 
“fever” and ‘‘ dysentery.”’ Observe that in Luke xxi. 44 καὶ γενόμενος 
ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ is followed by ἐγένετο δὲ ὁ ἱδρῶς αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ θρόμβοι αἵματος 
καταβαίνοντες ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν.Ἷ 

St. Luke uses this of our Lord’s age (1. 42) καὶ ὅτε ἐγένετο ἐτῶν 
δώδεκα, ‘and when he reached the age of twelve.” 

Even of Judas the traitor, St. Luke says (vi. 16) ὃς καὶ ἐγένετο 
προδότης “who became a traitor,’ whereas Mark (iii. 19) = ὃς καὶ 
παρέδωκεν αὐτόν, and Matthew (x. 4) = ὁ καὶ παραδοὺς αὐτόν. 

Another apt Lucan illustration (Luke vi. 36) is the graphic γίνεσθε 
οἰκτίρμονες.. «καθὼς Kal ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν οἰκτίρμων ἐστί. ‘Become ye 
merciful.. even as your Father ts merciful.”” This involves the whole 
Lucan vocabulary as to this medical term of becoming, whereas in 
St. Matthew (v. 48) (no exact parallel to this passage in the synoptics) 
the less careful expression dominant is ἔσεσθε οὖν ὑμεῖς τέλειοι ὡς ὁ 
πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ οὐράνιος τέλειός ἐστιν, missing St. Luke’s beautiful 
antithesis. Similarly St. Luke at xii. 40 says καὶ ὑμεῖς (οὖν) γίνεσθε 
ἕτοιμοι, Which is also the expression in St. Matthew. 

Another mental process is involved at Luke xv. 10 οὕτω λέγω ὑμῖν 
γίνεται χαρὰ (or χαρὰ γίνεταιλ ἐνώπιον τῶν ἀγγέλων τοῦ θεοῦ... And 
cf. Act vill. 8 καὶ ἐγένετο χαρὰ μεγάλη ἐν τῇ πόλει ἐκείνῃ. 

The oppositet is indicated at Luke xviii. 23, of the rich ruler: 
ὁ δὲ ἀκούσας ταῦτα περίλυπος éyéveto,§ while St. Mark’s account 
runs: ὁ δὲ otuyvacas ἐπὶ τῶ λόγῳ ἀπῆλθεν λυπούμενος, and St. 
Matthew’s: ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ νεανίσκος ἀπῆλθεν λυπούμενος. 

Again, where another parallel is involved in the matter of the 
talents, St. Luke says (xix. 17) εὖ ἀγαθὲ δοῦλε * ὅτε ἐν ἐλαχίστῳ πιστὸς 
é€yévovu,... whereas St. Matthew xxv. in both verses 21 and 28 says: 
εὖ δοῦλε... ἐπὶ ὀλίγα ἧς πιστός. ; 

Therefore at Luke xx. 14, where C fam 1 substitute ἔσται ἡ 
κληρονομία for γένηται ἡ κληρονομία they show an ignorance of 
St. Luke’s Greek and have merely followed syr. 


+ Cf. Hippocri*; ἱδρὼς πουλὺς ἀκρήτως γενόμενος ὑγιαίνοντι νόσον σημαίνει. 
Hippocr®?4; ὀγδοαίῳ ἵδρως ἐγένετο καὶ πάλιν ἐπεθέρμηνε i πάλιν ἱδρώς. AristotPe pat animal ; 
ἤδη δέ τισιν ἱδρῶσαι συνέβη αἱματώδει περιττώματι διὰ καχεξίαν, τοῦ μὲν σώματος ῥυάδος καὶ 
μανοῦ γινομένου, τοῦ δὲ αἵματος ἐξυγρανθέντος δι᾽ ἀπεψίαν, ἀδυνατούσης τῆς ἐν τοῖς φλεβίοις 
θερμότητος πέσσειν, δι᾿ ὀλιγότητα. And again: (αἵματος) ἐξυγραινομένου δὲ λίαν νοσοῦσιν 
γίνεται γὰρ ἰχωροειδὲς καὶ διοῤῥοῦται οὕτως ὥστε ἤδη τινὲς ἴδισαν αἱματώδη ἱδρῶτα. 

1 Observe below the contrast between goBos εγεν. and φιλονεικια eyev. in Luke 
and Acts. 

§ NBL and Paris” only say ἐγενήθη, probably an “improvement.” It is followed 
by Soden however (without new witness) as well as by W-H. 

In this connection note St. John’s (xvi. 20) ἀλλ᾽ ἡ λύπη ὑμῶν εἰς χαρὰν γενήσεται. 
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And at Luke xx. 33 where we read ἐν τῇ οὖν ἀναστάσει τίνος αὐτῶν 
γίνεται γυνή, SDGLS min* show themselves in error by reading ἔσται 
there, as St. Matthew xx. 28 and St. Mark xii. 23. 

Yet another parallel emphasises the matter: Luke xxii. 26 we read 
ὑμεῖς δὲ OVX οὕτως * ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μείζων ἐν ὑμῖν γενέσθω ws ὁ νεώτερος, Whereas 
St. Matt. (xx. 26/27) and St. Mark (x. 43/44) writing more amply apply 
γενέσθαι to peyas, but εἶναι both to διάκονος and δοῦλος. 

Once more, we can point to a very exceptional passage in Luke 
xxiii. 24 as to Pilate: ὁ δὲ Πιλάτος ἐπέκρινε γενέσθαι τὸ αἴτημα αὐτῶν, 
again involving a mental process and not very easy to translate. A.V. 
has: ‘“‘And Pilate gave sentence that it should be as they required,” 
k.V.: “And Pilate gave sentence that what they asked for should be 
done.” The Lucan phraseology covering the transaction is utterly 
different from that in Matt. xxvii. 24 26, or in Mark xv. 15, or in John 
xix. 1 4 6 8 12 14.15, and in the finale at 16. 

Another peculiar expression is at Luke xxiv. 22 ἀλλὰ καὶ γυναῖκές 
τινες ἐξ ἡμῶν ἐξέστησαν ἡμᾶς γενόμεναι ὀρθριναὶ ert TO μνημεῖον. Quite 
different at Mark xvi. 1 καὶ... «ἔρχονται ἐπὶ τὸ μνῆμα, or Matt. xxvui. 1 
ἦλθεν... .«θεωρῆσαι τὸν τάφον, or John xx. 1 ἔρχεται.. «εἰς τὸ μνημεῖον. 
(The exact Lucan parallel to these other passages is Luke xxiv. 1 ἦλθον 
ἐπὶ TO μνῆμα.) 


For the rest observe carefully the following : 


Luke 
xxiv. 15. καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ὁμιλεῖν αὐτούς of the disciples going to 
Emmaus. 
51. καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ εὐχογεῖν ἀυτόν of the ascension. 
Act 


XXVli. 36. εὔθυμοι δὲ γενόμενοι 
xv. 89. ἐγένετο δὲ παροξυσμός 
X1x. 28. γενόμενοι πλήρεις θυμοῦ 
(xiv. 5. ὡς δὲ ἐγένετο ὁρμὴ τῶν ἐθνῶν... 
vi. 1. ἐγένετο γογγυσμὸς τῶν ᾿Ελληνιστῶν. .. 
xix. 23. ἐγένετο δὲ κατὰ τὸν καιρὸν ἐκεῖνον τάραχος οὐκ ὀλίγος περὶ τῆς 
0600 ) 


xxiv. 5. ἐμφόβων δὲ γενομένων αὐτῶν 
37. καὶ ἔμφοβοι γενομένοι 


x, 4. ἔμφοβος γενομένος 
i. 19, ix. 42, xix. 17 γνωστὸν ἐγένετο 
xxvii. 42. βουλὴ ἐγένετο 
xv. 7. πολλῆς δὲ συζητήσεως γενομένης 
xxi. 40. πολλῆς δὲ σιγῆς γενομένης 
Xxili, 7. ἐγένετο στάσις τῶν φαρισ. 
9. ἐγένετο δὲ κραυγὴ μεγάλη 
10. πολλῆς δὲ γενομένης στάσεως 
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Then contrast Luke i. 65 καὶ ἐγένετο ἐπὶ πάντας φόβος 
and Act il. 48 ἐγένετο δὲ πάση ψυχῆ φόβος 
v. 511 ἐγένετο φόβος μέγας 
with Luke xxii. 24 ἐγένετο δὲ καὶ φιλονεικία ἐν αὐτοῖς τὸ τίς 
αὐτῶν δοκεῖ εἶναι μεῖζων 


All this has reference to mental processes. Add: 
Luke 


xxl. 19. ὅστις ἣν διὰ στάσιν τινὰ γενομένην ἐν τῇ πόλει 

(the other accounts differ) 

Act 

ΧΙ. 19. ἀπὸ τῆς θλίψεως τῆς γενομένης 
Luke 

vi. 48. πλημμύρας δὲ γενομένης 

iv. 2ὅ. ἐγένετο λιμὸς μέγας 

xv. 14. ἐγένετο λιμὸς ἰσχυρός (or ἰσχυρά) 

Note Act xxvi. 19 βασιλεῦ ᾿Αγρίππα οὐκ ἐγενόμην ἀπειθής again of 
the mental process ; and, of time involved : 

Act 
xx. 16. ἔκρινε yap ὁ ἸΠαῦλος (ef. Lue xxi. 24) παραπλεῦσαι τὴν ὕφεσον, 
ὅπως μὴ γένηται αὐτῷ χρονοτριβῆσαι ἐν τῇ Acia. 

As to the proportionate use of γίνομαι and its parts in the Four 
Gospels and Acts, note that it is used approximately 125 times in St. 
Luke, and about 110 times in Acts, as against about 70 in St. Matthew, 
not quite 50 in St. Mark, and about 45 in St. John. 


As regards the use by the others covering a mental process the 
occasions seem to be limited to the following : 
St. Matthew 7 nf ; : ν 
x. 10. γίνεσθε οὖν φρόνιμοι...) Cf. Rom. xii. 16 uy γίνεσθε φρόνιμοι 
xxlv. 44. γίνεσθε ἕτοιμοι παρ᾽ ἑαυτοῖς 
vill. 13. ὡς ἐπίστευσας γενηθήτω σοι 
ix. 29. κατὰ τὴν πίστιν ὑμῶν γενηθήτω ὑμῖν 
xv. 28. μεγάλη σου ἡ πίστις * γενηθήτω σοι ὡς θέλεις 
ΧΧΙ. 21. ἐὰν ἔχητε πίστιν... «γενήσεται 
Mark | , ; ᾿ 
ΥἹ. 20. καὶ περίλυπος γενόμενος ὁ βασιλεὺς 
John ss Γ 
xx. 27. μὴ γίνου ἄπιστος 


+ And as a semi-medical term : 
Matt 
XXvill. 4. καὶ ἐγένοντο ὡσεὶ νεκροί (or καὶ ἐγενήθησαν ὡς νεκροί) 
Mark 
ix. 26. και ἐγένετο ὡσεὶ νεκρός 
John 
v. 6. θέλεις ὑγιὴς γενέσθαι; 


9, εὐθέως ἐγένετο ὑγιής 
14. ἴδε ὑγιὴς γέγονας 
ix. 59. καὶ οἱ βλέποντες τυφλοὶ γένωνται. 


{ Cf. Rom. vii. 18 τὸ οὖν ἀγαθὸν ἐμοὶ γέγονε (or ἐγένετο) θάνατος ; 
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As to the Epistles, notice 
Rom. xi. 34. τίς yap ἔγνω νοῦν Κυρίου; ἤ τίς σύμβουλος αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο; 
1 Cor. xiv. 2ὅ, τὰ κρυπτὰ τῆς καρδίας αὐτοῦ φανερὰ γίνεται 
and perhaps as a semi-medical term : 
Phil. ii, 7. ἐν ὁμοιώματι ἀνθρώπων γενόμενος 
1 Cor. 1]. 8. καὶ ἐγὼ ἐν ἀσθενείᾳ καὶ ἐν φόβῳ καὶ ἐν τρόμῳ πολλῷ 
: , hte 
ἐγενόμην πρὸς ὑμᾶς 
2 ΤΊ. 11. 11. ...70is διωγμοῖς τοῖς παθήμασιν οἷά μοι ἐγένετο ἐν 
᾿Αντιοχείᾳ ἐν ᾿Ικονίῳ ἐν Λύστροις. 

I have been at the pains to exhibit thus fully St. Luke’s partiality to 
the use of ἐγένετο and γενόμενος in connection with καὶ γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ 
for this phrase in xxii. 44 is a link of wndesigned coincidence with his 
language elsewhere. 

Other medical writers seem to prefer ἀγωνιῶν or ἀγωνίσας. Thus, 
Aristotle: διὰ τί of ἀγωνιῶντες ἱδροῦσι τοὺς πόδας, TO δὲ πρόσωπον ὄν 

«ἢ OTL ἡ ἀγωνία... διὸ καὶ ὠχριῶσι τὰ πρόσωπα οἱ ἀγωνιῶντες... 
ποιοῦσι γὰρ τοῦτο οἱ ἀγωνιῶντες ... 

And Theophrastus” ον é7u οἱ ἀγωνιῶντες τοὺς πόδας ἱδρῶσι TO 
δὲ πρόσωπον οὔ... καὶ ἀγωνιῶντες δὲ οὐ διὰ φόβον τοῦτο πάσχουσιν, 
ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ μᾶλλον ἐκθερμαίνεσθαι... 

And (ἰαἰοηῖοβα. ex Puls. κίνησις ἡτισοῦν καὶ πάθος ψυχικὸν ὀργισθέντων 
ἢ φοβηθέντων ἢ ἀγωνισάντων.... 

So that a forger would have written at the opening of verse 44 
probably καὶ ἀγωνιῶν or καὶ ἀγωνιάσας instead of Kai γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ. 

Further, note that St. Luke’s ἐνεισχύειν in verse 43 in the transitive 
sense (ὠφθη δὲ αὐτῷ ἄγγελος ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ ἐνισχύων αὐτον) is confined to 
himself and Hippocrates (ὁ δέ χρόνος ταῦτα ἐνισχύσει πάντα). 

Also note that Aristotle, in speaking of bloody sweats, uses γίνεται ; 
and that St. Luke’s expression in verse 44 of καταβαίνοντες of the 
drops of blood agrees absolutely with Hippocrates’ language repeated 
often on such subjects (see Hobart, ‘Med. Language of St. Luke’ 
pp. 80/84). 


Luke xxi. 34. 


The second passage, as to the omission of the first Word from the 
Cross, is in a different class. And I protest most earnestly against 
the obiter dictum of C. H. Turner: f 

“Lk. xxiii. 34 the first Saying from the Cross is 
not part of the genuine text of St. Luke.” 

It is cruelly misleading the younger generation to state the matter 
in this offhand, not to say light-hearted way. 


+ 7.1.5. January 1918, p. 167, note 1. 
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+ Because BDT'WN* 38 485 597 and Paris” a ἃ b** sah boh 1/2 syr 
sin Cyr omit our Lord’s prayer for his murderers, Turfer makes this 
deliberate statement, which merely revives the decision of an Alex- 
andrian school which flourished some time between 200 and 450 .p. 
After Cyril of Alexandria the Church decided that the Alexandrian 
school was wrong, and it had rectified the matter before the time of 
Oecumenius.{ Because Hort, basing himself on a wrong foundation, 
printed a text without this “‘ Father forgive them for they know not 
what they do,” Turner would assure his world through the ‘ Journal of 
Theological Studies’ that the ‘‘ genuine text’ is without it. 

It is quite unfair to render a decision or to claim a decision in this 
matter when the witnesses upon whom the judges rely are still under 
indictment for false witness in a multitude of other matters. I have 
put B in the dock now and accused him definitely and legally of 
false testimony on hundreds of counts. Let those who accept Hort’s 
teaching get an intelligent jury to acquit B on all these counts before 
we can pay any attention to a claim for that Ms to be heard as an 
authoritative witness when in a very decided minority. I wished to 
put my latest researches in this matter of Luke xxii. 34 before the 
readers of a Theological Journal, but I was informed that if I thought 
that I could teach its readers anything which Hort, Swete and Turner 
had not taught them I was very much mistaken. Thus the Editors con- 
fessed that the matter was prejudged and that new evidence (which was 
what I offered upon this and upon another point) did not interest the 
critics. This surely is nothing short of a riot of pride and self-confidence. 

As to the support which B now occasionally finds in the new ms W, 
it is to be remembered that W also supports δὲ alone in equally important 


t Add Sod050 and Sodé371, I think this is the full evidence to date for omission. Soden 
still cites ὃ as if b* omitted, whereas he should know and probably does know that 
Buchanan discovered in b* the prayer itself, and that it was b** who had suppressed it. 
Further b* seems to give a very early and beautiful form of that Divine appeal, for b 
alone omits yap, saying : 

‘Pater dimitte illis! Nesciunt quid faciant,”’ instead of : 

“Πάτερ ἄφες αὐτοῖς, ov yap οἴδασιν τί ποιοῦσιν.᾽" 

Soden" has : Pee 

“Πάτερ ἄφες αὐτοῖς τί ποιοῦσιν (—ov yap οιδασιν), but otherwise the documents are 
agreed as to the regular form. Only A and syr hier© omit Πάτερ. 

Const. has ὃ ποιοῦσιν for τί ποιοῦσιν. Some Fathers (with pers) ἄφες αὐτοῖς τὴν 
ἁμαρτίαν ταύτην OY τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν, but retain yap before οἴδασιν. 

«]ασοῦσυθυ is reported by Hus** Hesesivy ag: παρακάλω κύριε θέε πάτερ ἄφες αὐτοῖς " οὐ γὰρ 
οἴδασι τί ποιοῦσιν. 

1 Oecumenius’ date is now fixed definitely circa 600 a.D. from his full commentary 
on the Apocalypse in the Messina ms No. 99. Von Gebhardt planned an edition of this 
but his death frustrated it. I have been instrumental in supplying Dr. F. Diekamp 
with photographs of the ms, and he will shortly publish an edition of it. In this 
Oecumenius, while using a text of the Apocalypse thoroughly Alexandrian, explains in 
his commentary that although Cyril disallowed Luke xxiii. 34 yet in his day the verse 
was authoritatively transmitted as genuine. See my article in the ‘American Journal of 
Philology’ for Oct. 1913. 
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matters, e.g. at John ix. 38/39 WW and ὃ (J), only, omit o δὲ edy 
πιστεύω KUPLE Καὶ προσεκυνὴσεν αὐτῶ καὶ ELTEV O LNTOVS. The support 
of ὁ is very important here. Our Lord’s speech in NW ὃ is thus 
uninterrupted : (37) evrev avtw o Ιησους Kat ewpaxas avTov Kat o λάλων 
μετα cou εκεινος εστιν (39) εἰς κριμα εγω εἰς τον κοσμον τοῦτον nAOoOV.. 
Therefore, as Hort said, δὲ and B go apart a long ie: back, and nbithes 
of them is neutral. 

Enough has been said, I think, to justify my contention that B is 
not ‘‘ neutral.”’ 

I do not pursue the matter beyond the Gospels in all its detail, 
although many of the same features are visible in the Epistles, chiefly 
because, pending Mr. Horner’s and Mr. White’s labours on the Coptic and 
the Latin respectively, my materials are not complete, nor have we a com- 
plete “‘ Old Syriac,” but we can illustrate the same points, as is done beyond. 

One word more here as to W. This new witness is going to take a high 
place among our Gospel codices and rank with D to control δὲ and B. 

I would warn the public against a feature connected with this. 

When the critics who will sit in judgment on me find a place 
where W agrees with B, as at Luke xxiii. 34, they will exult and say: 
“There! You see, Hort is vindicated. W agrees with his omission 
which was based on N*BD sah (boh).” And they, being more con- 
vinced than ever themselves, will seek to convince you. But, be not 
deceived! This is merely an Egyptian excision involving ΝΥ here 
(for observe that the only new witness lately to hand is yet another 
Egyptian codex 1). W is a weapon just as sharp to cut their theories 
and their readings as to support them. 

When, for instance, the critics will say to you that ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς by NB 892 
Sod'"'"s W-H"™' for “ πρὸς twas” in Matt. x. 13 is supported by W, and 
therefore poor Hoskier is wasting his time talking of “pairs” in this 
cennection and seeking to convince you that NBW were “ improving,” 
you, benevolent reader, being an independent observer, should look 
further, and you will then see that W does not support δὲ immediately 
thereafter at x. 15 for +n before youoppwr, nor does it support B at 
x. 16 for εἰς μεσον instead of ἐν μεσω. 

In fact W generally goes against δὲ and B much more than with 
them, and when it is for them the same reasons generally apply of 
revision of W in Egypt which caused these readings, but which did 
not extend to the other more radical ones. 


Hesychius and Origen. 


Whether Dr. von Soden and Professor Sanders are justified in 
adopting ‘‘ Hesychian’”’ as the true name for the Egyptian recension, or 
whether Origen is the more responsible for it, cannot be determined with 
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accuracy. In some respects however “‘ Hesychian’”’ is a misnomer as 
we have no data to go by, whereas Origen’s writings give us data, and 
the cursive Mss 33 and 127 confirm the fact that Origen altered texts, 
for these two Mss sometimes agree alone with Origen against NB and the 
rest of the Egyptian group. 


As to Dean Burgon. 


In closing let me say that Burgon’s position remains absolutely 
unshaken.f| He did not contend for accaptance of the ‘“ Textus 
Receptus,” as has so often been scurrilously stated. He maintained 
that NB had been tampered with and revised and proved it in his 
‘Causes of Corruption. He sought the truth wherever it might be 
recovered and did not stop at Origen’s time. The material discovered 
since his day has not shaken his position at all. We seek the truth 
among all our witnesses, with unnecessary subservience to no one 
document or congeries of documents, deriving patently from a single 
recension. Nearly all revision appears to centre in Egypt, and to 
suppose all the other documents wrong when opposed to these Egyptian 
documents is unsound and unscientific, for we must presuppose not only 
“Syrian” revision but a most foolish revision which did away with 
these “‘improvements”’ of the Egyptians and Alexandrians, or which 
destroyed the “neutral” text without rhyme or reason. Have I made 
myself clear ? 

What Dean Burgon was chiefly concerned about was the lack of 
a scientific basis for our textual criticism. It is absolutely necessary to 
erasp this fact for a proper understanding of the whole matter. 

A scientific basis can only be obtained after we have made ourselves 
masters of a scientific knowledge of the real history of transmission, and 
of the interaction of the versions upon each other and of the versions 
upon the Greek texts. 

It is impossible to “‘ revise’ or compile a text from documents about 
which we have known so little. very new document published helps to 
shed light on the ones already known. Jew as have been the new 
editions of Greek documents, we have already been able to learn a good 
deal from them. Much more can be learned if we will extend our 
examination. It is useless to cry for more light from history, or to 
deplore the lack of more data than we have got from the historical 
writings. It is also useless to sit down and say, like some critics, that 


+ Upon two matters we must revise his position. His critics refuse to be 
influenced by any array of Patristic testimony against B, so that we must convict B, 
as I have done, in another way. Secondly, Burgon did not correctly estimate Codex D. 
Notwithstanding all the curious harmonies in this Ms its base is profoundly ancient and 
important. The Latin ms 6 must in future be considered much more carefully than 
heretofore. 
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as history is silent on certain points we can never know more concerning 
these matters unless further historical documents are brought to light. 
Existing Sacred Manuscripts teem with information if we will only dig 
below the surface. 

It is now 25 years since Dean Burgon passed away, and I ask myself 
what progress his opponents have made. 

The answer is that after 25 years they have discovered some flaws 
in the Hort textual theory and have partially dethroned B from the 
paramount position it occupied in the Hort text. 

There are further steps to be taken in this process, if I mistake not, 
and I hope that what I have written will tend further to clear the 
ground for a more intelligent view of the situation. The weight assigned 
by Burgon to Patristic testimony has been disallowed, but his indictment 
of B as a false witness is abundantly proved. 


Codex B outside the Gospels. 


When we pass from the Gospels to the region of the Acts and the 
Epistles we subside at once into smoother waters, yet the self-same 
features as to B are to be observed there also. It would perhaps be 
tedious, although quite profitable, to follow B over all this ground. For 
the sake of brevity I will confine the examination to the Epistles of St. 
James and of 1 Peter, the latter so largely attested by sub-apostolic 
Fathers. We find, as I say, the same features. 


As to ‘‘ forms”’ and ‘‘ synonyms’”’ we find at : 


James 


{1. 26. χαλινων (pro xadwaywyov) B only, and have to assume, if B 
be “neutral,” that all others, even the closest supporters of B, 
use a longer synonym. The word recurs at Jas. 111. 2, yaduva- 
yoynoat, but nowhere else in the N.T. Observe however that 
Polycarp (Phil. 5) uses χαλιναγωγουντες. 

iv. 9. μετατράαπητω (pro μεταστραφητω) BP ac™ Thpyl W-H™. 

v. 4. αφυστερημενος (pro απεστερημενος) NB* soli et W-H [nil 

in mg 1} 


1 Peter 
i. 7. χρυσου του amodupevouv B only, for χρυσιου του 


απολλ., against all the rest and against Clem Orig. This 
tendency towards “ finessing’’ remains with B to the last. 
ii. 8. απίστουντες (pro ἀπειθουντε) Bonly. (Cf. lat). 
ili. 13. ev (pro ear) B 3101 [non W-H], against the rest and 
against Clem Dam. (Soden only mentions B). 
ibid. γενοισθε (pro yernoOe) Ἢ only 


+ In this very verse we find the Alexandrian preference for eavrcv over αὐτου 
(referred to elsewhere) exhibited by BP c** and a few of Soden’s codices. 


hi Peter 
lV. 


1 Peter 
ite 
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5. κρινοντι (pro exovtTe κριναι) BC*? 69 137 δ᾽ and more of 
Soden. This is adopted by W-H without marginal alternative. 
The Reyvisers refuse to follow. 

15. αλλοτριεπισκοπος NB d** and more of Soden and 
W-H Sod txt (for αλλοτριο- or αλλοτριοσ επισκοπος) 

17. απο nuwv (pro ad’ ἡμων) BY and one cursive only 
[non W-H]. 


When we look further for Coptic sympathy, we find it at : 


16. dvote γεγραπται (+071) ayiot εσεσθε 81 70 syr copt| W-H| 


(ex ingenio linguae’ as Tisch says) 
Consult also : 
2. adda εκουσιως pro ANN’ εκ. NBY 68 Sod” W-H. 


4. οπου (-- αν) NB sah W-H [nil mg]. 


If we seek Latin sympathy, we find much of it: 
14. --η (ante ζωὴ) B only 


ibid. --ἡ (ante προς) BP minn® W-H. 


ill. 


1 Peter 


1. πιστους BA vg Auct’* W-H against πιστευοντας 
γε}, πιστευσαντας aliq, et πιστευσαντες Polyc. 
22. —Kadapas BA Sod*"* vg Gild W-H [nil mq]. 
7. —ov (ante avédpes) B only [non W-H] 
22. -- του (ante θεου) N*BY and W-H 
12. σίλβανου (pro ctNovavov) B only 


For further polyglot sympathy, consult : 


7. μὴ ἐνκοπτεσθαι Tals προσευχαῖς (pO μη ἐνκοπτ. τας προσευχας) 
B only (W-H marg) with syr lat copt. 
1. apaptias (pro αμαρτιας) ΒΝ W-H tat with aeth vg syr. 


If we seek change of tense, it jumps to meet us at: 


. 12. ewomtevovtes (pro ἐποπτευσαντε) NBC alig (vg Cypr) W-H 


[ηὐΐ mg] against the rest and against Clem. [Observe at 111. 2 
εἐποπτευοντες by N* only (Soden now adds some cursives.) | 


Or as to change of mood, note: 


. 10. τηρηση. . «πταιση N(A)BC Sod"? W-H against the minn. 
2 


a2 & 
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1 Peter 


Lay BE 


1 Peter 
Vis 


1 Peter 


fiv. 19. 


James 


i. 4: 


11. 4. 


1 Peter Ἶ 
ie 


il. 


24. 


iil. 
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Consult also, as to voice: 


αγαλλιατε (pro ayadk\acbe) BC* Sod" Orig W-H, against 
rell omn Polyc Clem Cyr Thpyl in the phrase: “ὄν οὐκ ἰδοντες 
AYATATE εἰς OV APTL μὴ OpwVTES πίστευοντες δε αγαλλιασθε Kapa 
ανεκλαλήτω Kat δεδοξασμενὴ,᾽᾿ Where ayaddate has apparently 
been substituted as present indicative or present imperative 
active to harmonise with ayatate and ορωντες and πίστευοντες, 
as against αγαλλίασθε as present indicative or subjunctive or 
imperative of the middle voice. Ovigen is implicated here 
against the other strong Patristic testimony. 


For another case of Origenistic influence, observe : 


- τινὰ 


BY Sod only with Orig™ and W-H ἐπέ, against the 
rest, Orig himself and many Fathers. 


Choice exercised by W-H as to the B readings. 


The choices of Hort when B is alone are quite curious. He 


follows above, and at: 


τας ψυχας (—avtwv) ΒΒ only and W-H tat [Soden adds 
nothing], but refuses to follow lots of other peculiarities 
of ΒΒ, 85: 


B* Sod": ff (an “improvement” ? 
against MSs and versions) 

+a (ante tn\tkavta)  B only (“ Improvement ’’) 

— του κυρίου Β only, which might possibly be 

“‘neutral”’ [yet more probably to be considered an amendment. 

Cf. Acts v. 41 “to suffer for the name’’| which W-H only 

include in square brackets. 


— OU 


— και βιθυνιας B* only with Sod“ 
φονους (pro φθονου) Ἐ only with Sod" 
. πεπ αὐτῷ B only 
υμων (pro ἡμων) B Sod" (W-H mg) against the rest 
and Polyc. 
--ητε yap B only and q. 
-- τω θεω B only 


+ Observe here against all the rest ras Wuyas avtwy as δὲ plur, or ras Wuxas eavrov 
as some minn, or tas cavtoy Ψυχας in the coptic manner with 5 31 and Athanasius. 
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Not even in a doctrinal matter do W-H follow B at: 


1 Peter 
1.11. mvevpa (-- χριστου) B only with Athanasius according to 


Soden (but Χριστου is not omitted in the Benedictine edition 
of 1698) (against all and Ignat). 

But if B is right at 1 Peter iv. 19, v. 8, why not in these 
other places ? 


Further, we can show you here even (cramped as we are by our 
self-imposed limitations) harmony and accommodation to 
the LXX on the part of B. For, observe: 


1 Peter 
11. 6. axpoywviatov post exrextov BC 31 Sod*"4 copt arm Barn Cyr 


W-H = order of LXX against our other New Testament 
witnesses which place it before εκλεκτον. 
ibid. —er αὐτώ ΒΒ (which W-H refuse to follow) is against the 
rest, and against Barn ew avtov, and Hus Cyr εἰς avtov. 
Again possibly from his text of the LXX. 
iv. 18. 0 de aceBns B* 187 Sod*4[W-H]. Cf. LXX. 


A matter of order further concerns the Latin: 
i Peter 
11. 4. »ησυχίου Kat Tpaews (pro πρα. καὶ novy.) B only with m q vg 
Aug Ambr and W-H tat. 
But in adopting this did not Hort see that he was using 
version support and that it was not the ““ neutral”’ text ? 
These few words must suffice here to indicate that the general 
character of the B recension remains the same outside the Gospels as 
inside. The same desire for individuality at the expense of truth, the 
same ideas of finessing, the same ideas of harmony, occasional bold 
excisions, and distinct version sympathy which is clearly non-neuwtral, 
against Barnabas, Polycarp and Clement of Alexandria. 


Ignatius, Clement of Rome, Hermas, Polycarp, Justin, opposed to B: 


Even as to the bold excision at 1 Peter i. 11 as to the spirit of Christ 
dwelling in the prophets of old, observe that B doubtless opposes the 
copy of the scriptures in Ignatius’ library [this name is not mentioned 
with Did Ath Cyr™* and Cyr! by Tischendorf nor indeed in Jacobsen’s 
edition of Ignatius] for Ign" says (ad Magnesianos ὃ viii.) of yap θειότατοι 

προφῆται κατὰ Χριστὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν ἔζησαν. Διὰ τοῦτο καὶ ἐδιώχθησαν, 
| EVTVEOMEVOL ὑπὸ τῆς χάριτος αὐτοῦ, εἰς TO πληροφορηθῆναι τοὺς 


2m ἢ 
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ἀπειθοῦντας... Here von Soden now adds Athanasius to B for omission 
of Χριστου. If this be so as to Ath" it is a wonderful commentary upon 
the junction of B and Alexandria. (In the Benedictine edition of 1698 
of Ath. Xprorov is found.) 

Again when we consult Clement of Rome (1. 34) we find that he 
quotes the passage in 1 Cor. 11. 9 as ‘“‘ λέγει γάρ ὀφθαλμὸς οὐκ εἶδεν, Kal 
οὗς οὐκ ἤκουσεν, Kal ἐπὶ καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἀνέβη, ὅσα ἡτοίμασεν τοῖς 
ὑπομένουσιν αὐτόν. 

While ABC agree as to the οσα of Clem® for a of the rest, they have, 
like the other MSs, ἀγαπῶσιν and not ὑπομένουσιν. Had B exhibited 
υπομενουσιν we might have thought indeed that the conjunction of B and 
Clem®° indicated a ‘‘ neutral” text. 

In the reference to this passage in Polycarp™™” the matter is as 
follows : 

Πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν yap εἶχον φυγεῖν τὸ αἰώνιον καὶ μηδέποτε σβεννύμενον 
πῦρ, καὶ τοῖς τῆς καρδίας ὀφθαλμοῖς ἀνέβλεπον τὰ τηρούμενα τοῖς 
ὑπομείνασιν ἀγαθὰ, ἃ οὔτε οὖς ἤκουσεν, οὔτε ὀφθαλμὸς ἴδεν, οὔτε ἐπὶ 
καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου ἀνέβη (leaving out the last clause here, as in Clem®° 
1. 11) ἐκείνοις δὲ ὑπεδείκνυτο ὑπὸ τοῦ Κυρίου, οἵπερ μηκέτι ἄνθρωποι ἀλλ᾽ 
ἤδη ἄγγελοι ἦσαν. The passage continues: Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰς τὰ θηρία 
κριθέντες ὑπέμειναν δεινὰς καλάσεις, κήρυκας μὲν ὑποστρωννύμενοι καὶ 
ἄλλαις ποικίλαις βασάνοις... Where it will be observed that the expression 
υπεμειναν finds a place. 

Similarly at 1 Cor. iv. 4 where the phrase ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐν τούτῳ 
δεδικαίωμαι is quoted by Clem®° as ἀλλ᾽ οὐ Tapa τοῦτο δεδικαίωμαι We 
do not find that B agrees. 

Or at Hebr. i. 4 for tocovtw κρείττων Clem® (1. 36) has τοσουτω 
μειζων. Not so B, although B elides των before αγγελων with Clem®°. 

Or at Hebr. 11. 5 if B added θεράπων as does Clem®° after micros as 
to Moses we might presuppose a common ‘‘ neutral”’ original. 

(Of course we have to make allowances for Clement’s fusion of 
different parts as in I. 86 Heb. viii. 1-3 is merged with Heb. iv. 15 
quite lzbere.) 

At Matt. x. 16 B finesses with εἰς wecov λυκων for ev μεσω λυκων of 
the rest, undoubtedly because the words follow the verb of action 
ἀποστέλλω ὑμᾶς. He does not do it in the parallel at Luke x. 3, but 
there D is found with wecov for εν meow. A reference to Clem® (Kpist. 
1. v.) would seem to show that his copy of the Scriptures agreed with 
our general authorities against both B and D. Hence B and D are 
opposing the ‘‘neutral” text instead of preserving it. 

Again, for ἄδικοι in 1 Cor. vi. 9 we find οἱ οἰκοφθόροι in Ignatius 
(Eph. 16). There is no trace of this in B. 

At Ephes v. 25 where we read οἱ ἄνδρες ἀγαπᾶτε τὰς γυναῖκας καθὼς 
καὶ ὁ Χριστὸς ἠγάπησεν τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, we find the counterpart in Ignatius 
(ad Polye 5) but Ignatius substitutes tas συμβίους for tas γυναίκας. No 
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trace in Β. Further,if B, as Polycarp, read αδου for θανατου in Act 11. 24, 
we might infer a “neutral” text for B. But itis D and latin which 
agree with Polycarp as also Iren'™* Epiph Pseud-Ath Thdt and Fac. 

Again, Act xxi. 14 Polyc™™ has to θέλημα του θεου γενεσθω, which is 
the reading of D** [neglected by von Soden] and Tert 1/2, while most 
read with Tert 1/2 the same order το θέλημα του κυρίου γενεσθω, but SABCH 
are furthest away with the order του κυρίου το θελημα γεν εσθω. 

Again, B opposes Polycarp at 1 Jo. iv. 8 omitting ev σαρκὶ ἐληλυθοτα, 
whereas Polycarp distinctly says: πᾶς yap ὃς ἂν μὴ ὁμολογῇ ᾿Ιησοῦν 
Χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθέναι, ἀντίχριστός ἐστι. Notwithstanding this, 
W-H omit | without a word in the margin] and Soden brackets it in his 
text and does not say a word about Polycarp in his notes. 

As showing that Polycarp was really quoting 1 Jo. iv. 3 as it stood 
in his copy of the Epistle, he follows it by quoting part of 1 Jo. iv. 9 in 
the very next section (viii.) of his letter to the Philippians. 

Hermas, close to James iv. 7 ‘ ἀντίστητε (δὲ) τῷ διαβόλῳ Kal φεύξεται 
ap’ ὑμῶν, says: ἐὰν οὖν ἀντιστῆς αὐτὸν νικηθεὶς φεύξεται ἀπὸ σοῦ 
κατῃσχυμμένος. 

Had we found κατησχύυμμενος in B we might certainly think we hada 
separate relic of an ancient text, but such evidences are not forthcoming. 

Justin’, referring to Matt. vil. 15, says: εἶπε yap πολλοὶ 
ἐλεύσονται ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί μου, ἔξωθεν ἐνδεδυμένοι δέρματα προβάτων, 
ἔσωθεν δὲ εἰσι λύκοι ἅρπαγες. 

If-we found εξωθεν in B we might consider it ‘‘ neutral ᾿᾿ or basic, 
but we do not find it. For Justin repeats the full verse (after interposing 
1 Cor. xi. 18): προσέχετε ἀπὸ τῶν ψευδοπροφητῶν οἵτινες ἐλεύσονται πρὸς 
ὑμᾶς ἔξωθεν ἐνδεδυμένοι δέρματα προβάτων ἔσωθεν δὲ εἰσι λύκοι ἅρπαγες 
again using ἔξωθεν. In both cases Justin uses ἐνδεδυμένοι δέρματα 
προβάτων for the usual ἐν ἐνδύμασιν προβάτων. 

Notice that Justin seems to be quoting from his copy of the 
Scriptures and not entirely from memory, for when he deals with 
Mark vi. 81, which he does twice at considerable intervals, he substitutes 
in both places καὶ σταυρωθῆναι for καὶ ἀποκτανθῆναι. The same remark 
applies to Justin’s twofold quotation of Mark viii. 11/12. 

Also at Luke xi. 52 notice εχετε of Justin. If we found this 
(instead of npate, or expufate D 157 a c¢ d syr cu sin diatess) we might 
then recognise it as a ‘“‘neutral,” for Marcion and Tertullian appear to 
agree with Justin, and it is repeated by Ambrst Aug and Auct™**, 
although not exhibited by Tischendorf or Soden. 


“ Higher” and “ Lower” Criticism. 
Finally, observe that up to the time of Westcott and Hort the 


“lower criticism” had kept itself quite apart from so-called “ higher 
criticism.” Since the publication of Hort’s text, however, and of that 
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of the Revisers, much of the heresy of our time has fallen back upon the 
supposed results acquired by the ‘“‘ lower criticism” to bolster up their 
views. By a policy of indecision in the matter of the fundamental truths 
of the Christian religion—truths specifically set forth by its Founder,— 
and by a decided policy, on the other hand, of decision in the matter 
of heresy in the field of lower criticism, the beliefs of many have been 
shaken not only to their foundations, but they have been offered free 
scope to play the Marcion and excise whatever appeared extra-ordinary 
or unintelligible to them. Many, who should have raised their voices 
against the mischief wrought, have sat by in apathy or have wilfully 
fostered these heresies. Or, if not wilfully, they have assumed a faltering 
attitude which caused their own students to misinterpret their masters’ 
lessons. Thus we have the spectacle of Thompson and Lake saying to 
Sanday: ‘‘ We learned that from you,” and Sanday retorting: “1 never 
meant to teach you that.” 

A man like the Dean of Durham, not content with preaching Christ- 
mas sermons at Westminster attacking the Virgin-birth, and vapouring 
in the United States about the close atmosphere of theological seminaries 
which he would like to burn to the ground, has nowt decided to introduce 
the ‘‘ Revised Version ”’ officially into the lectern of the ancient cathedral 
of Durham. I am therefore correct in coupling these matters. 

Reiteration of Hort’s dicta by his followers is not proof. Let some- 
one take the dozen ‘‘ Alexandrian ᾿᾿ readings of B which I have adduced — 
the existence of which in B was denied by Hort—and prove that they 
are in no wise Alexandrian. Then we can discuss the matter further. 
Mr. Horner asked me why I had neglected Athanasius’ testimony in 
my volume upon the date of the Bohairic version. I told him, first 
because the editions of Athanasius were unsatisfactory, and secondly 
because the matter of Athanasius and Alexandria belonged as much or 
more to B as toN. 

Let somebody explain how B comes to oppose the sub-apostolic 
Fathers, deliberately in places, if we are to accept Hort’s assurance about 
B being “neutral.” Until that is done, let us away with “dicta” and 
go by proof. 


Further Test of a Neutral Text. 


ARISTIDES. 


The previous exhibit has carried us up toa certain point, but the 
study would not be complete without a few words more as to what 
would really constitute a “‘ neutral” text in B or δα. 


+ “Dean Hensley Henson, just promoted to Durham, has announced that the Revised 
Version of the Bible will in future be used in the Cathedral.”—Public Opinion, 
April 4, 1913. 


nee eat 
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And first, let us assume that B or δὲ exhibited a foundation text 
approximating the quotations from or wording of such a document as the 
second-century Apology of Aristides, for the Greek of which see the 
Dean of Wells’ edition in ‘Texts and Studies,’ vol. 1., No. 1. Were 
that the case, we should be compelled to look upon the matter very 
differently. If, for instance, at 2 Cor. ix. 7, we found dverifOovast for 
(un) ἐξ ἀνάγκης we might well say that we had found a “neutral’’ text 
quite different from later ones, but such a thing is not found in δὲ or B. 

Similarly if in Titws 1.12 we should read in Β ὁσίως καὶ δικαίως 
ζῶντες as Aristides (ὃ xv. 18)f instead of σωφρόνως καὶ δικαίως καὶ εὐσεβῶς 
ζήσωμεν we should certainly see a foundation text of the time of Aristides, 
but we do not find this. | 

The only result of such a comparison is the wonderment which it 
engenders in us that Christianity had already so filled men’s minds that, 
haying read the Christian writings, as he says he had (mentioned in 
close connection with these passages), such language, close to but not 
exactly scriptural, should issue from his mouth.{|, The picture from 
Aristides’ pen (or that of his chronicler) is one of the most beautiful in 
the world as a comment on the early Christian order and the execution 
by its votaries of the Master’s maxims and of the words of his apostles, 
and it goes far to explain the mental attitude of the apostolic and 
sub-apostolic Fathers and their circumlocutory quotations of New 
Testament Scripture. They were so steeped in the maxims and prac- 
tices of the cult that words flowed from their lips and their pens 
close to but not verbally exact as to Scriptural diction. They were 
permeated with the spirit of Christianity and ‘“‘ the letter’’ was flexible in 
their hands. 


THEODOTUS (circa 190). 


To take a more positive example, after the above negative exhibition, 
let us consider other early witnesses, and first as to Luke ix. 27, always a 
difficult text, and a ‘‘rock of offence” to many. We will ask what 
Theodotus read there. 'Tischendorf does not give his testimony under 
Luke. I extract it from Theodott Eclogae (Fabric. Bibl. Gr. vol. v. p. 136) 
where we read: 


1 Aristides (§xv. 12) is speaking of: ‘‘and he who has gives to him who has not 
without grudging.” He is referring to what he saw as the outcome of the Pauline 
maxim in 2 Cor. ix. 9 (Ps. exii. 9). 

Ζ The preaching of Peter (Clem Strom vi. 39) has oowws καὶ δικαίως pavOavoytes 

- which is not as close to Titus as Aristides. 

|| Soden quotes Aristides’ order: “~ evo... «δικ. 155118 Kui.” 

4 Had the apology been forged it is impossible to conceive that the late forger 
would not have incorporated actual phrases frem the N.T. instead of the smoother 
picture conveyed by the Athenian philosopher. 


424 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


εἰσί τινες TOV ὧδε ἑστηκότων ὃ (sic) οὐ μὴ γεύσονται θανάτου ἕως ἂν 
ἴδωσι τὸν ὑιὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐν δόξῃ. 

XB do not read thus, but D and Origen (του δε λουκα:---) read τον 
vlov του ανθρωπου ερχομενον εν TH δοξὴηὴ avuTou. 

NB therefore oppose Origen here and D. Origen seems to be definite 
as to his reading being from Luke. True, we read wée for αὐτου [the 
regular text is εἰσίν τινες τῶν AUT OD ἑστηκότων οἱ οὐ μὴ γεύσωνται θανάτου 
ἕως ἂν ἴδωσιν τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ in Luke] and wée is read in 
Matt xvi. 28 (but Epiphan there αὐτου and Mark ix. 1), but εστωτων or 
εστωτες is the regular reading in Matthew. 

In Matthew Origen reads epy. ev τὴ βασιλεια αὐτου (yn) ev tn δοξη 
avtov bis. 

The regular text is (Tov wov tov avOpwrov) ερχομενον ev TH βασίλεια 
αυτου. 

N° 38 118 245 435 γα copt Basil and Hpiph" read ερχ. ev tn δοξη 
aUTOU. 

The Theodotus or Valentinian quotation therefore remains the 
shortest, being without epyouevoy and without αὐτου fin, and conveying a 
very different sense. 

Now elsewhere Origen has said that “he knows of no others who 
have altered the Gospel save the followers of Marcion and those of 
Valentinus,”’ but here he goes with the very text as upheld by the latter. 

Have we got the true text in N*B? We have certainly not re- 
established the Origenian reading. 


HERACLEONE (circa 170). 


Or consult John iv. 18 as to the woman of Samaria, where Heracleon 
would have it that she had had s¢z husbands instead of five. If Bshowed 
this we might say it was certainly a second-century text. 


ATHENAGORAS (circa 175). 


Or, consult 2 Cor v. 10 in connection with Athenagoras® **™ 
Upon opening Tischendorf a wide difference of opinion is visible, not only 
among the Fathers, but between δὲ and B, for N prefers aya@ov εἰτε 
φαυλον with Orig*?"* while B writes ἀγαθὸν evte κακὸν with Orig’*, but 
Athenagoras says neither; he writes: 

ἕκαστος κομίσηται δικαίως ἃ δεὰ τοῦ σώματος ἔπραξεν, εἴτε ἀγα θὰ 
εἴτε κακά. 


+,In all three synoptics the account of the Transfiguration immediately follows. 
So that Theodotus follows his quotation by saying: εἶδον οὖν καὶ ἐκοιμήθησαν 6, τε πέτρος 
καὶ ἰάκωβος καὶ ᾿ιωάννης, Without the slightest discussion of a various reading, except what 
might possibly be inferred from “ καὶ τὸ ἐνταῦθα ὀφθὲν οὐχ᾽ ὕστερον τοῦ ἄνω k.T.d.” 

+ 566) θουοπᾶ under the heading of ‘‘ Marcion”’ for further examples. 
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This seems rather an interesting place, for Tischendorf does not refer 
to the addition here of δικαίως by Athenag. It should be considered in 
connection with the variety of reading of ta δια tov σωματος of the 
ordinary text and Clem Orig*?"s εὐ ™ q@]. on the one hand, and ta sdca 
Ta σωματα on the other hand of ὦ ὁ fg vg goth arm Orig’ *'™ al. 
and Zeno ““ corporis sui merita.”’ 

(Athenag has a curious addition also in 1 Cor xv. 53 for which I 
know of no other authority: “ὅτι δεῖ (κατὰ τὸν ἀπόστολον) τὸ φθαρτὸιϊ 
τοῦτο καὶ διασκεδαστὸν ἐνδύσασθαι ἀφθρασίαν... 

In that very difficult text Matt v. 28, in which to know what was 
first written seems impossible, δὲ and B divide. 

τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι N* 236 Clem Orig'* Quaest?™ Isid Tert?! 

τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτὴν ΒΒ mult Thpl Orig*™ Eus Const Ps-Ath 

τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτῆς NM al. Just Athenag Ογ 
and we find δὲ" with Justin and Athenagoras (latt) but Ephr goes with N* 
and Clem. (Ephr quicumque aspicit et concupiscit tantwm). (Athenagoras 
alone seems to use the perfect here μεμοίχευκεν for ἐμοίχευσεν.) 

In this verse for the varieties βλέπων, euPreT OV, Bre Was, εμβλεψας, 
οστίς εμβλεπει, os av εμβλεψη, it 1s Theophilus, another second-century 
witness, who exhibits the simple ἐδων. 

In Matt v. 44/45 on the other hand we find Athenagoras solely with 
latin [not d k] syriac Naass Clem™™ Iren™ and Tert, against NB and the 
Greeks, giving us a serious variation in verse 45 of ὅπως γένησθε ὑιοὶ τοῦ 
πατρὸς ὑμῶν τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς, ὃ ς τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλει K.T.D. 

This ὅς οἱ Athenag replaces the 67 of the Greeks and d k, and 
with Naass (both second-century witnesses) quite neutralises the witness 
of the rest. 

(Justina?! has...xcal τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλει... (libere), but 
Just”... tov ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλοντα.) 

Here the new editor von Soden springs a surprise on us; he makes 
a warranted and rather welcome, if bold and unusual departure from 
recent critical rules, by taking os into his text (to the exclusion of o7v) 
without Greek ms support for os. He says in his upper notes: “ orz 
l os I-H-K gg Mp lov Ta Αθην Ir WKA Tert Op Hil Luc Naaco Man sy 
pa? lat*, oores [* 5398 3706 1443 Hyg,’ supplying Greek ms witnesses for 
οστις but not os. Tertullian should be consulted in full however for he 
quotes in different ways, and once (contra Marcion 1/2) “ plwentem...”’ 
exactly as Justin™ Ph avatendovTa. 


THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH (circa 180). 


Theophilus auto. iii. xiv" after a quotation from Isaiah, adds from 
Matt v. 44/46: τὸ δὲ εὐαγγέλιον : ἀγαπᾶτε, φησὶ, τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑμῶν, Kal 
προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς ᾿ ἐὰν γὰρ ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας 
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ὑμᾶς ποῖον μισθὸν ἔχετε; So far, observe, with the general run of 
authorities, except for ayamate (instead of αγαπησητε) with 3 some 
cursives Justin Athenag (as Luke), and ποῖον (for twa, so Athenag) with 
no others apparently, but compare Luke vi. 33 ποία as Hvst 50 here in 
Matthew. 

But now he continues: τοῦτο καὶ of λησταὶ Kal οἱ τελῶναι ποιοῦσι. 
The exact wording does not matter so much as that instead of the 
question of most: ovye καὶ οἱ τελῶναι οὕτως ποιοῦσι, With Theophilus it 
assumes the form of a statement. 

Does B agree? No, B does not. But δὲ does, and so does boh 
(that despised late boh!) and so does syr sin and practically syr cu, 
confirmed by Aphraates, and by the persian version as well. 

This form obtains in Luke vi. 383 καὶ οἱ awapteXot To αὐτο ποίουσιν, 
but δὲ does not draw from Luke since he uses the rest of the Matthaean 
terminology. Cf. Merx ad loc. pp. 107/119 and note what he says on 
Ῥ. 119. Merx neglects Theophilus but mentions Justin’s καὶ yap οἱ πορνοι 
τουτο ποιουσι, also deliberately in the form of a statement, quite neglecting 
the ovys. Observe verse 47 in this connection whence ovy: probably 
ascended to the verse above. 


NAASSENI (circa 200). 


Or take another early series of witnesses. In John x. 9 Naass™?? are 
reported for ‘‘ δια τουτο φησι λέγει ο LNTOUS " εγὼ εἰμι ἡ πυλὴ ἡ AXNOLYD.” 
Had this attribute of πυλη been found in B we might think we had 
recovered something ancient. 


HIPPOLYTUS (circa 220). 


All this may be said to be very fragmentary evidence and open to 
the objection of memorial quotations. 

Very well. Let us take another most interesting witness, viz. 
Hippolytus, who, lke Lucifer, frequently quotes at such length from 
both Old and New Testaments that it is absolutely beyond question that 
he was copying from his exemplar of the Scriptures. 

Hippolytus cites 1 Thess. iv. 18-17, 2 Thess. 11. 1-12, in full.t 


jt It is a remarkable thing that Hippolytus has transmitted to us his text of 
2 Thess. ii. 1-12, for these verses contain a detailed prophetic utterance by St. Paul 
concerning the history of the last times and of Christ’s coming again to displace the 
lawless one (ὁ ἄνομος), and every word therefore is precious, down to the important 
πέμπει ΟΥ̓ πέμψει Of verse 11. Hipp. maintains πέμψει, against NB, and has the support 
in another language of Cornelius (Pope a.D. 252) and of Victorin (a.D. 294), both writing 
at length on the subject, with mittet. Similarly Victorin confirms rns apaprias of Hipp. 
with peccati in verse 8 where Cornelius does not quote. 
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In the face of these quotations it is seen how loosely Turner argues 
when he says ‘‘ Hort was the last and perhaps the ablest of along line of 
editors of the Greek Testament, commencing in the eighteenth century, 
who very tentatively at first, but quite ruthlessly in the end, threw over the 
LATER in favour of the EARLIER Greek Mss, and that issue will never have 
to be tried again.” 

But permit me to ask what Mr. Turner means by this light-hearted 
sentence. What does he mean by earlier and later Manuscripts? He 
cannot mean that Hippolytus’ manuscript was later than that of B? 
Yet, allow me to state that in these long passages, comprising twelve 
consecutive verses from one epistle and four from the other, Hippolytus’ 
early third-century ΜΒ 7 is found generally on the side of what Turner 
would call the “later”? mss. Has he ever consulted these important 
passages before writing down so positively statements which seem to 
me to be extremely misleading ? 

The matter, in detail, reduces itself to this: 

1 Thess. 
iv. 13. It is the cursives 31 and 73 with demid which omit aderqoc 
as does Hipp. 
ibid. Hipp has κεκοιμημένων with DEFGKL plur and other 
Fathers, against the κοιμωμενων of NAB etc. 
ibid. Hipp(?) has ὡς with N°D*FG 47 Orig Bas, against καθως of 
N*B rell. 

14. Hipp has καὶ o Geos with the mass, against o Geos καὶ of B, 
now supported by other of Soden’s codices. 

17. Hipp has περιλείπομενοι with the mass, against B’s περι- 
AELMEVOL. 

ibid. Hipp has συν Kupiw with the mass and Orig Eus, against B’s 
improvisation of ev Κυριω. 
2 Thess. 
il. 1. Hipp has του Κυρίου ἡμων with the mass and Orig Tert, while 
B omits ἡμων. 

3. Hipp has τῆς apaptias with ADEFGKLP minn?! verss” 
Orig. 4/5 Orig™ Hus Chr Thdt Dam Iren’™ Aug, against τῆς 
ἀνομίας of NB minn® Sod" sah boh Orig 1/5 Tert (Ambr 
Amobrst). 

The non-agreement of Origen’s quotations, with preponderance 
against SB, the adhesion of the Coptic versions, and the way in which 
Epiph turns .it (0 vos τῆς ἀνομίας o avOpwros τῆς αδικιας) taken in 
connection with ἀνομίας and avouos in verses 7 and 8, all point to 
revision by NB, in which Hipp does not share. It is the usual 
“ Egyptian” revision, for Latins and Syriac Goth and Aeth go with 
Hipp and the mass. 


J Or very likely a second-century text. 
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Note in verse 12 NB with Origen write adda evdoxnoartes, instead of 
ann’ evdox., conforming to the usual Coptic or Egyptian method. 
2 Thess. 

1. 4. Hipp with FG Orig 5/7 Procop 1/2 has καὶ επαιρομενος, 

against καὶ υὑπεραιρομενος N*B Orig 2/7 and most (δὲ ἢ omits). 
8. Hipp has o κυριος Incovs with NAD*E*FGL**P etc. and most 
Fathers, against o κυριος of BD°H**KL* etc. 
10. Hipp has της αδικιας with NSDEKLP αἱ. pl, against ἀδικίας 
of N*ABFG al. pauc. Orig ete. 
ibid. Hipp has ev tows απολλυμενοις with NSD°EKL αἱ. pl, against 
τοις απολλ. of N*ABDFG (Orig is on both sides here, as 
so often). 
11. Hipp has πεμψει with NSD°EKLP al. pl and other Fathers, 
against πεμπει of N*ABD*F*" (Orig again divided). 

Thus, there is no such thing as ‘‘earlier” and “later’’ Mss in 
this connection. Hippolytus’ Ms was “‘early’’ enough to be of service 
here and to indicate that what Turner (and others) would designate the 
readings and leanings of ‘‘ the later Mss” are not “later” at all, but 
go to the second century or at latest to the first quarter of the third 
century. The question is not at all of “earlier” or ‘‘later’’ mss, but 
as to which of two readings current in the second century was the correct 
one. And as to this B evidently has no more to say than F. 

If we seek a “neutral” base in B, why does B not convey the 
“ἢ shorter ” text with Hipp, as at 

1 Thess. iv. 16 where he omits apyayyedou, or 

2Thess. ii.10 ,, ,, 4,  εἰς TO cwOnVaL αὐτοὺς ? 


“ 


MARCION. 


Let us enquire for a moment further in a region where Marcion’s 
testimony is available what the situation is there. We will take the first 
half of St. Luke’s Gospel so as not to be too wordy, ch. i.-xii. Let us 
see how far any proof offers of B being really “neutral.” Hereabouts 
also Clem! and others offer valuable testimony. 

And first : 

Tf with NL at Luke ii. 44 B omitted καὶ τοις γνωστοις, we might call 
it ‘neutral,’ because Hv Thom also omits. 

Or at iii. 16 if B omitted avtos as do N* and Heracl (ex Clem ως 
For observe that NB α δ agree with Heracl (Clem) in the next verse, i. 17, 
for διακαθαραι instead of και διακαθαριει. 

Or at iv. 19 where the quotation from Isaiah is cut short by Hust 34 
Origen and Athan (these not noticed by Soden) who omit ἀποστεῖλαι to 
Sextov, but not B. Had B cut this short, we could presuppose a 
shortened basic ‘neutral’? form reproduced by B and added to by 
others, but it is not so. 
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Or at v. 14 jin. where Hpiph and Tert disagree as to Marcion’s text. 
Had B given us vw before εἰς waptupiov αὐτοῖς of most as Epiph"® (or 
wa εἰς μαρτυριον ἢ ὑμεῖιν TouTo as D* and other Latins and Tert™") we 
might consider this neutral. 

Or at v. 36 where Dial twice gives (em) ἐματίω παλαάίω confirmed by 
Epiph™” to which agree MI" 122 (elsewhere 122 goes with B) 301 
406 f° a ὁ Tert™*,F but not B who has eme tuatiov παλαιον with most. 
As to ez with the dative consult Winer, Eng. edition, pp. 488 seq. 

Or at vi. 9 where Το γέ τὸ has ‘“‘ Licetne sabbatis benefacere annon’ 
for e εἕεστιν tw σαββατω ayalotoinoa ἡ κακοποιησαι, but B 
shows no sign of this 7 ov. 

Or at vi. 22 where Clem has a shortened and graphic form, 
“μακαρίοι εστε oTAaV οἱ ἀνθρωποι μισησωσιν ὑμᾶς, οταν αφορισωσιν, οταν 


> 


εκβαλωσι TO ονομα ὑμων ὡς TOYNpOY evexa ὑιου avOpwTov,” but not so B. 
There must be some basis for the omission of καὶ ονειδισωσιν, for the 
order varies in others, Tert™° confirming ονειδ. καὶ exBar. while D latins 
and Cypr have εκβαλ. καὶ ονειδ. 

In other words the shortened form of text in B proves upon examina- 
tion to rest upon an insecure foundation, for the ‘‘ make-up ”’ of it includes 
a number of passages [see under “ Solecisms of B”’|] where B not only 
stands alone, but which W-H do not consider to represent the ‘‘ neutral ”’ 
text, whereas in the examples given above (for argument’s sake) the 
adhesion of B might have lent colour to the Hortian theory. 

Or if, for instance, B omitted in Lwke vi. 48 τεθεμελίωτο yap επι τὴν 
metpav as 604 syr sin, for observe that in this same chapter : 

vi. 26. —ov πατερες αὐτῶν is omitted by B 604 only with sah syr sin. 

So that what is possibly basic here may well be also exhibited by 604 
syr sin only at vi. 48. 

The whole of chapter vi. deserves fresh study. 

Observe vi. 31. -- τ αὶ ὑμεῖς B 604 Paris” a ffl vg? Iren™ 

94. -- εστι B 604 ὁ aeth 

In ix. 20 observe -- με λεγετε evar 604 Dial (aeth) but not B. 

Similarly at 1. 21 --εν tw vaw by 604 with the important cursives 
108 142 al? Sod"** might with propriety be observed in B for the “‘ shorter 
text’ if really an exceptionally ‘‘ neutral” text. Here syr sin is wanting. 
For at this place we note the usual change of order, a barometric pressure, 
indicative of addition to a basic shorter text: 

εν τω χρονίζειν εν TH Vaw αὐτὸν BLWSY 2°° Paris” soli 
os tig avtov ev To vaw = Nrell (praeter min’ om. ev τω vaw) 
and a ὦ d do not express avtov. 


1 Tertullian’s Latin (against Tren), “novum additamentum inicit VETERI VESTI- 
MENTO” agrees with Epiphanius’ Greek, which neither Tischendorf nor Soden have 
noticed. 
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Similarly, as regards other cursives. Observe 


Luke 
i. 44. --εν ayad\Nace by 33 but not B 


ΧΙ. 12. —ev αὐτὴ tn wpa by 33 and Origen but not B 
xvill. 84. το pnua (—Tovto) D fam 1 25 157 291 ἐνὶ coupled with syr cu 
and sin, sah 1/7 and boh?! and arm, but not B. 


John 
vill. 52. tus tov exov Aoyov 383 Origen soli, but not B. 
If B omitted τῆς Συρίας at Luke ii. 2 as does syr hier we might think 
it basic. Or if B omitted τῆς Iovéaras in Luke i. 5 as do Evan 255 
[neglected by Soden] and diatess we might talk of neutrality for B. Or 
at Luke ti. 1 where δὲ omits τῆς tovdaras after ποντιου πίλατου as does 
Dial. 


Luke 


vi. 27, 28, 29, 80 (cf. also verse 31). Had B shown us either Justin's 
or Clement’s forms of these verses we might think B were 
neutral, but B does not offer us their text. 

45. Dial [negl. Sod| omits with ff [negl. Tisch] τῆς καρδιας after ex 
του ayadou θησαυρου. Notso B. [At ix. 2 where Dial omits 
tous ἀσθενεῖς with B Hort follows. | 

46, τί pe Neyere D 28 Clem™* οὐ d TIren'™ bis Orig™ dicitis, 
while B and most have tz δε we καλειτε. (Κ 259 2 λαλειτε.) 

Very noticeable hereabouts in chapter vi. and chapter vii. 
are omissions of δὲ not shared by B. Among these note: 

vii. 20. —or avdpes ὃδ, whereas B and most have προς avtov οἱ 
avépes, While D 33 a dr sah (aeth syr hier) have οἱ avopes προς 
avtov, the varying order suggesting that N’s base may be 
original. Of. syr sin syr pesh. 

25. dvayovtes (pro urapyovtes) of Clem DKII al. finds no echo in B. 

27 fin. --εμπροσθεν σου. D 122* [negl. Sod] ad lr Tert™™ 

(non liquet Epiph™*) but B and the rest have it. 

38. εβρεξε (pro npEato Bpexew)  Hpiph™ bis [negl. Sod] and D 

[male Sod'** de 604] it?! syr cw sin but not B. 

39. Had Hort found ἡ απτομενὴ for ntis amtetat here he would 
surely have thought it ‘‘neutral,” for so writes Origen, 
confirmed by D*™. 

vill. 3. Had B and any cursives read etapa for erepar here, as does 
the codex Alexandrinus repeated by Sod’, we might even 
have had this forced into the new printed text as ‘‘ neutral.”’ 

24. tn θαλασσὴ pro tw κλυδωνι Tov vdatos Epiph™* bis, while D 
omits tov vdatos. Notso B. (Sod 1854. add καὶ tn θαλασση 
before tw κλυδωνι.) 

27. Ὁ a ἃ y** H8* vg? (copt) diatess omit τις [Sod neglects all 
but Ὁ and a], but while most write avnp τις, B has τις ἀνήρ, 
as if τις had been supplied from the margin of the archetype 
and placed in a doubtful position (cf. copt). 


Luke 


ee 19. 


Rw ΤΣ 


ΧΙΙ. 


22. 


( 80. 


dl. 
41. 


10: 
19. 


24. 


Or 
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Neyouow ot μαθηται (pro οἱ δὲ αἀποκριθεντες evrrov) Dial 
simpliciter et cf. syr sah contra B rell. 

Had B used σταυρωθηναι (for αποκτανθηναι) here as do Justin 
Theodot and Dial we might have thought this ‘ neutral.”’ 
—otwes noav Epiph™* bis (non liquet accurate Tert) and 
syr cu sin, not B, while D a ἃ Arnob have ἣν δὲ as most 
Latins, showing something fundamentally different in the 
original base. 

- οι οφθεντες Epiph™* bis. 

-- και διεστραμμενη Βρίρ] το bis Το γέντο and a [negl. Sod] e, 
but not Β. 

[Here Hpiph and Tert agree, while below Tert has quousque 
ero apud vos (-- καὶ aveEowat υμων), while Hpiph bis has ews 
ποτε ἀνεξομαι vwv (— ews ποτε ἐσομαι προς υὑμας).] Syr cu sin 
reverse the order from amuotos καὶ διεστραμ. to διεστραμ. Kar 
amtoros, a8 another barometric indication, while diatess-arab 
quoting from Matthew xvii. 17 holds the Matthaean and 
Lucan order ἀπίστος καὶ διεστραμ. Syr cu in Matt reverses 
the usual order there to διεστραμ. καὶ ἀπίστος as syr cu sin 
in Luke. 


. —mpeotov Tert™ Orig et Const cum Paris” αἱ r et D*? (cf. 


D** πρωτον ante οἰκιαν). Non B. 

Cf. Ignat Hipp Cypr against B and the rest. 

Is there anything neutral about dedwxa by NBC*LX al. pauc 
it?! Orig etc., against the express dvdwpme of Justin Tren Hus 
confirmed by D ὁ d syr cw sin [against Aphraat Ephr| syr 
pesh diatess and the rest of the Greeks? Soden actually ἘΠ 6: 
presses the witness of Justin. 

-- και βασίλεις Tert™* confirmed by D d andae ffil Method. 
Not B. 

ovtes Dial and Hpiph™*”* Cyr Ath with SDKMXII and 
several notable cursives including 157 and 213 (= Sod”), 
against B etc. urapyortes. 


. Cf. Tert™™ [which Soden neglects] and D 180 251 latt syr 


cu sin against B and the rest. 


. ov φανερωθησεται (pro ov αποκαλυφθησεται B rell) D (et ἃ a 


non revelabitur) Jer¢™*° non patefiet. 


. Barew (pro euBarev) DW Epiph™* *§ ClemTeet contra B 


rell euBarev. (Is not Soden wrong in quoting Justin for 
βαλειν Ὁ) 


. ππτῶν ἀγγελων N* 259 Hpiph™® Tert™”. 
. φερωσιν Clem Origen Cyr™* confirmed by D ὁ q against 


ecapepwow NBLX al. pauc. and mpocdepwow A rell. May 
I ask why eodepwow should be “neutral” rather than 
pepwow ? 
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ibid. 


KH, 14. 


19: 


20. 


21. 
27. 


30. 


92, 


38. 


40. 
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This is followed in DNR (latt) and Clem by es τας 
συνωγωγας for ems tas συναγ. Cf. Tisch ad loc. 
—n τι prim. Clem Orig Cyr confirmed by D 157 latt syr 
aeth (cf. copt). 
κριτὴν tantum -- ἡ μεριστὴν Tert™** confirmed by Ὁ d ¢ 28 
33 syr cw sin, while the others vary as to their amplification of 
κρίτην, 157 going so far as to substitute apyovta καὶ δικαστην 
for δικαστὴν ἡ μεριστὴν OL κριτὴν ἡ μερίστην. And sah 1/6 has 
μεριστὴν Without κριτὴν or δικαστην, while aeth reverses the 
order (always a suspicious sign) giving ‘‘ divider and judge.” 
Surely Marcion and D look more “‘ neutral’’ than B. 
—avaravov 36 [ποσὶ Sod| and Clem cat ox (ff, sed aliter ff) 
against the rest. 
twos (pro tw) ΤΟΥ confirmed by d and latt (cujus) 
Iren™ Cypr,and in Greek by D Clem 1/3 Antioch, but as 
the Latin lends itself to this, although cwz is possible, and 
Clem has τίνος once and tw twice this passage cannot be 
emphasised. 
D ab d omit the verse and Clem does not quote. 
πως ovte νηθει ovte vdawee Clem confirmed by D a ὦ syr cu 
sin Tisch® Sod against πως avEave: * ov κοπια ovde νηθει of 
NB and most and W-H tzt. 
Entree ~=Tert™™ Clem, confirmed by Ὁ (ὦ Tert quaerunt), 
against επιζητεὶ of A unc? Bas Ath, and επιζητουσιν of 
NBLTX fam 13 33 Paris” ffl rand f Tert™. If we seek 
a neutral, ζητεῖ appears the more probable. 
ο πατὴρ (--υμων) EHpiph™* bis. 

N has ὑμων ο πατὴρ as sah boh. 

B rell ο πατὴρ vue. 
καὶ εαν ἔλθη TH εσπερτινηὴ φυλακὴ D (famljbced ffil 
confirmed by ᾿ρύρη το and Iren™, as against καὶ eav ελθὴ εν 
Tn δευτερα dur. καὶ εν TH TPLTH Hur. Of Most, Or Kav εν τὴ 
devtepa καὶ ev TH τριτὴ φυλ. Of NBLTX 33 131 Cyr™ sah ete. 
Had B exhibited Marcion’s and D’s version Hort should 
surely have acclaimed it ‘‘ neutral,’’ whereas there are two 
separate recensions apparently outside of Marcion and D Jatt. 
Clem does not quote. 
Order: καὶ To pepos avtou Once: μετα των απίιστων Dial Caes 
supported by D d 7. gat vg® sah boh syr, against καὶ To pepos 
αὐτου μετα των ἀπίστων Once of B and most. This is not an 
uninteresting place, for while the Latins go with B* here in 
Luke, it is to be observed that in Matthew xxiv. 51 although 
Once follows viroxpitwy there in Greek, D and most Latins 
place ponet before wera as Dial in Luke. That Dial and Caes 
are from Luke is proved by their holding amictwy against 
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Luke 
utroxpitav of Matthew which only X fam 1 and a few cursives 


substitute in Luke, while the diatess conflates. 

ΧΙ. 48. απαιτησουσιν Justin Epiph Clem Const Mac Βαβι "θαυ 
Antioch [Soden only mentions Basil] confirmed by DU al”, 
against αἰτησουσιν of the rest. See under ‘‘ Improvement”’ 
at xu. 20 further as to a:tovow and απαιτουσιν. 

Besides if we wish to enquire what text was actually in use in 
Antioch in the middle of the fourth century, it would not, as regards the 
Acts at any rate, seem to have been that of NB or of what has been 
called the Antiochian or Constantinopolitan recension, but that of D! 
For Hustathius quoting Acts xvi. 16/19 has in verse 19 a text approxi- 
mating D in quite an exceptional manner [ Sod neglects Eustath]: 

Hustath : θεασάμενοι. ουν ot κυριοι της θεραπαινιδος ws εκποδων ὠχετο 

TNS εργασιας αὐτων ἡ ελπις. 
D: ὡς δε εἰδαν (= syr) οἱ Kuptoe της πεδισκης OTL ἀπεστερησθαι 
TNS εργασιᾶς αὐτῶν NS εἰχαν δι αὑτῆς. 
ordinary text: ἐδοντες def οἱ κυριοι αὐτῆς ote εξηλθεν ἡ ελπις THS εργασιαᾶς 
αυτων. 
The full quotation is subjoined. 
Act 

xvi. 16/19. (ἐγένετο δὲ παιδίσκην) ἀπαντῆσαι τινά (φησιν) ἔχουσαν 
πνεῦμα πύθων os ἥπερ ἐργασίαν πολλὴν παρέχειτοῖϊς κυρίοις αὐτῆς 
μαντευομένη. 17 τοιγαροῦν αὕτη κατακολουθέσασα τῷ Παύλῳ 
καὶ ἡμῖν ἔκραζε λέγουσα οὕτως Οὗτοι οἱ ἄνθρωποι δοῦλοι τοῦ 
θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου εἰσὶ οἵτινες καταγγέλλουσιν ἡμῖν ὀδὸν 
σωτηρίας. Kal τοῦτο ἐπὶ πολλὰς ἔπραττεν ἡμέρας... 
TapayyéArw σοι (λέγων) ἐν ὀνόματι ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐξελθεῖν ἀπ᾽ 
αὐτῆς (εἶτα τὸ πρᾶγμα διηγούμενος ὁ συγγραφεὺς ἐπιφέρει) καὶ 
εξῆλθεν αὐτῇ τῇ ὥρα. 19 θεασάμενοι οὖν οἱ κυρίοι τῆς 
θεραπαινίδος ὡς ἐκποδὼν ὠχετο τῆς ἐργασίας αὐτῶν ἡ ἐλπὶς ἐπι- 
λαβόμενοι τὸν Παῦλον καὶ τὸν Σίλαν εἵλκυσαν εἰς τὴν ἀγορὰν 
ἐπὶ τοὺς ἄρχοντας... 1 


T και ἰδοντες Β. ιδοντες (—copula) A ἡ. 


116. πυθωνος C’D°EHLPS Cyr Did Lucif 6 gig πυθωνα NABC*D* 
33 61 vg Orig. 
απαντησαι ADELPS υπαντησαι ~=9NBCE min’ Orig, 
ἡπερ (pro ntis) new 
παρεχει Galland (al. παρεσχεν) Eustath. C παρειχετο, rell omn 
παρειχεν 
17 init. - τοιγαροῦν new, prob. addition of Hustath as he narrates freely. 
κατακολουθεσασα, ACHHLP κατακολουθησασα ; κατακολουθουσα NBD 


180 ; παρακολ. aliq. 


+ourws (post λεγουσα)ὺ new? No others apparently. Only copt - ΧΕ 
ἡμιν (pro vp) AC?HLP al. ὁ sah? copt aeth Orig Lucif? Chr ; υμιν 


NBDE"S vg syr arm aeth 
2F 
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REGARDING OUR ‘‘ JUNIOR”? DOCUMENTS. 


I would like to make an observation here. 

It is of no use thinking we can hope to prosper in these studies by 
changing and re-changing the numbers and symbols attaching to our 
critical authorities. It only discourages the student, and leads to endless 
confusion and inaccuracy. Symbols do not change the value of Mss or of 
groups. The time spent upon re-cataloguing and in deciphering and 
reducing to order the new catalogues were better spent upon such studies 
as Rendel Harris’ monographs on D d and A ὃ, or Adalbert Merz’ three- 
volume digest of syr sin. 

Before many more years have passed I expect to see much greater 
attention paid to certain features of the testimony of our important 
cursive documents. These have been put aside because junior in years to 
certain Mss written in uncial characters. I do not mein that attention 
will be given to the testimony of certain cursives as entities, but to 
certain features of their testimony which have probably preserved the 
truth against the mass. No one has ever listed these places. I submit 
tentatively a list of a few of these places involving omission or substitution 
or turn of phrase which seem to me to be of very great interest. The 
list can be added to by other students and so made to grow from a 
mustard seed into a tree the shadow of whose critical branches may 
spread beyond our dreams to-day and help elucidate many matters in 
connection with the early text. The point is that when one of these 
cursives joins B, if only alone, it has been considered as strengthening B, 
but when alone with the oldest versions such a cursive has been utterly 
disregarded. 


(Cont? from last page). - 
18. και Touro (pro τουτο δὲ) Orig syr not Gr Latt copt. om. δὲ sah and 
H* gig 
ἐπραττεν (pro εποιει) new 
Ἔ λεγων replaces eurev belonging before in the clause. 
19. θεασαμενοι ovy (pro ἰδοντες δ) new. No authority. 
As to clause following compare only D d with Eustath: 
D ὡς δὲ εἰδαν (= syr) οἱ κυριοι τῆς πεδισκης ore ἀπεστερησθαι τῆς εργασιας 
αὐτῶν ns εἰχαν δὶ αὐτῆς 
d cum vidissent domini ejus puelles quoniam ispes et reditus eorum quem 
habebant per ipsam 
Eustath θεασαμενοι ovy οι κυριοι τῆς θεραπαινιδος ws ἐεκπυδων wXETO τῆς ἐργασιας 
αὐτῶν ἡ ελπις 
Gigas is blissfully ignorant of this recension but with Lucifer uses 
reditus for quaestus of all others, except e operationis. 


Ἣν 
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Possible ‘‘ neutral’ base to be observed in some cursives 
as against δὲ or B. 


[In the following passages I have used the Textus receptus in giving 
the context, which seemed simpler than any other way to exhibit a base 
with which the variations can be compared. 

The examples are nearly all of necessity omissions from the narrative 
as we have it. This does not commit me to the “‘shorter”’ text theory in 
its fullest sense. | 


Matt. vi. 16. Of fasting: 


αφανιζουσι yap Ta προσωπα αὑτων oTws φανῶωσι τοις ἀνθρωποις 


νήηστευοντες. 
N* 244 with σι k syr pesh and pers have the singular to προσωπον. 


Matt. xvii. 20. 
Concerning the wording of the command of faith for the removal 
of the mountain : 

O δε Inaous evmev autos * Ava τὴν απιίστιαν υμων ᾿ ἀμὴν yap Neyo 
υμιν εαν EXNTE πίστιν WS KOKKOY σινάπεως EpELTE TW Oper TOUTW ᾿ Μεταβηθι 
εἐντευθεν Exel, καὶ μεταβησεται * καὶ οὐδεν αδυνατησει υμῖιν. 

‘exes 18 Omitted by 33 892 ϑοαθη351 fam φα 8362 γ,. J ygg*°™™ HierB and 
syrr aeth. 
Syr sin and pers omit both evtevdev and exer. 


Matt. xvii. 25. Of tribute : 

Kaz ote εἰσηλθεν εἰς τὴν οἰκιαν προεφθασεν avtov o Inaous λεγων * Te 
σοι δοκει Σέμων ; οἱ βασιλεις της γης απο τινων λαμβανουσι τελὴ ἡ κηνσον ; 
ATO των υἱων αὑτῶν ἢ ATO τῶν αλλοτριων ; 

Here 604 with A 28 [negl. Soden] and Hvst 47 [negl. Sod. passim] omit 
αυτων. 

Tischendorf only records A. Soden only records A 604. 

Evst 47 here is an exceedingly important witness. Neither Tisch. 
nor Sod. quote Origen, but Matthaei has occasion to quote him, for his 
MS 238 (not mentioned by Soden) reads azo των ἰδίων avtwy and Origen 
remarks: avo τῶν ἰδίων υἱων ἢ ἀπὸ των αλλοτρίιων avTwY; and again on 
verse 26 he repeats: οὐκ απὸ των ἰδιων υἱων αλλ απο των ἀλλοτρίων aUTOV. 

This emphasis on his part lends colour to the absence of αυὐτων in the 
real base since he has to repeat and emphasise ἐδίων. 


Matt. xviii. 25. Of the debtor: 
Mn exovtos δὲ αὐτου ἀποδουναι εκέλευσεν avTOY oO κυρίος αὐτου 
πραθηναι, καὶ THY yUVaLKa... 


oF 2 


436 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


Here 604 omits ο κυρίος αὐτου outright with fam 1 the Latin σι and 
syr cu sin, both being extant here, and most of Chrysostom’s codices, 
while NBDL and some Latins retaining ο κυρίος omit the αὐτου. Tischen- 
dorf says ‘‘ Or"? 9 βασιλεὺυς,᾽ but is this correct? Does it not perhaps 
signify that in Origen’s copies ο κυριος αὐτου was absent and o βασίλευς 
supplied by him, as o xupios Or o κυρίος αὐτου by others ? 


Matt. xx. 12. Of the labourers : 
λεγοντες (OTL) OVTOL OL ETXATOL μίαν wWPAaY εποιησαν, καὶ ἰσοὺυς ἡμιν 
aUTOUS εποιησας, τοις βαστασασι το βαρος της ἡμερας και TOV καυσωνα. 

Here 604 (with 220, an important Ms, and 2425) omits τῆς ἡμερας. 
No others apparently, yet there are subtle variations which point to 
something amiss, sy7 cu saying “‘the weight of the whole day and the 
heat,” sy7 sin: ‘the weight of the day im the heat,” Thos: ‘that have 
borne the weight of the whole day at noon.” 

Why supply ολης ὁ If τῆς ἡμερας was absent in the base it would 
account for some supplying τῆς ywepas and some ολῆς τῆς ἡμερας. 

Besides, 251 (another important cursive) writes to Bapos καὶ τον 
Kavowva τῆς ἡμερᾶς as does aeth, suspiciously adding τῆς nuepas in another 
order, as does Origen once; while pers with syr pesh has: to Bapos της 
ἡμερᾶς καὶ TOV καυσῶώνα auT7s. 


Matt. xxi. 27. Οἱ Christ’s answer to the chief priests : 


Kaz αποκριθεντες τω Ἰησου εἰπον οὐκ οἰδαμεν * Edn αὑτοῖς Kat autos 


ουδὲ eyo λεγω υμιν εν ποιὰ εξουσια ταυτα ποιω. 

Here 604, with another important cursive 243 and the latin ms J, 
omits καὶ avtos, while ὁ ff, substitute καὶ enoovs, and δὲ ὁ ff, h syr cu pesh 
and pers inoovs. Augustine substitutes Dominus, and in another place et 
Dominus. 


Matt. xxv. 11. Of the virgins: 
Υστερον de ερχονταῖι καὶ at λοίπαι πάρθενοι Aeyovuoar... Here 604 
alone leaves out παρθενοι. 

You may ransack syr aeth copt and the rest of the Greeks with the 
Latins and not find the omission agreed to. Yet the persian version 
omits ! 

This is really very striking and bears upon my contention that the 
base of pers although Greeco-Syriac antedates syr cu and syr sin. 

A reference to Dd will show an extra long line here, λεγουσαι and 
dicentes being squeezed in. Possibly mapOevor absent very early was 
already just supplied before the D d parent was executed. 


Matt. xxvi. 33. 
Concerning Peter’s confession of attachment to our Lord: 
Ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ o Uertpos εἰπεν avtw * “Eu καὶ παντες σκανδαλισ- 


> 


θησονταῖι εν σοι, eyw ovdeTTOTE σκανδαλισθησομαι.) 


"ας πα. ee 
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Tischendorf does not admit us into the inner sanctum of textual 
criticism here, for the important little word αὐτῷ is omitted by (a) ὦ ὁ fh 
μ [hiant ὁ k| vgg®? Res TAxvili Chryostom and Hilary, and the omission is 
confirmed by sah’ syr sin with its faithful ally pers and 604 with f* Gn 
Advers. Crit. = 503 Scrivener or 517 Gregory). 

Tischendorf had no Greek witnesses at the time, for although 503 
had been collated by Scrivener in 1863 it was not published until after 
Serivener’s death. Soden adds his large fam** in which is included 503 
[see this family again in the combination at Matthew xvii. 20 above]. 

Horner only quotes sah’ and syr sin for omission, neglecting Greek 
Latin and Persian witness. 

The point is whether Peter announced this to those assembled round 
our Lord or to our Lord directly, and there is a vast difference between a 
quiet asseveration and a noisy and popularity-bidding public address to 
the crowd generally. There was sufficient authority without the Greeks 
for Tischendorf to mention the omission. Merz cannot have noticed the 
large support for syr sin for he does not dwell upon the point at all. 


Matt. xxvi. 49/50. Of Judas’ betrayal : 


Kaz evGews προσελθων τω ἴησου εἰπε Xape ραββι και κατεφιλησεν 
avtov. O δε Ιησους εἰπεν avtw ἔταιρε ef w παρει; 
Here 604, with the rather important cursive οἷ and Soden} (a ms 
at Sinai), omits αὐτῶ as does syr jer. 
D says Ειπεν δε avtw o ino εᾧ o Taper ετεραι and 
d dixit autem illi ihs ad quod venisti ame (another mixture of ellipsis 
and suspension for amice, noticed elsewhere as to D’s greek, for which 
that document is famous). δὲ and z** omit Incovs [this is quite neglected 
by Soden] writing “ὁ δε evmev aut.” 


Matt. xxvi. 71. Of the damsel’s identification of Peter: 


Ἐξελθοντα δε avtov εἰς τον πυλωνα εἰδεν aUTOY αλλῆ, και Aeyel τοις 
εκει ἵζαι ουτος mv μετα Inoov του Ναζωραιου. 

157 writes καὶ Neyer αὐτοῖς exe. 

Now syr sin and pers OMIT exec here and thus agree with 157. 

The rest have αὐτοῖς or τοῖς but with exer. 

Here is a pretty puzzle. How did 157 get exewvn if exes did not stand 
in its exemplar (otherwise close to syr and pers)? But if execvn were basic 
and αὐτοῖς became mutilated and read as tous, tows εκεινὴ Would become 
intolerable and therefore be changed to τοῖς εκεί. 

Cf. syr sin wom\ wisawa (—exer) as against: 

syr pesh (exer) eo, coos 1;Solo. 

Herman von Soden refers to syr sin’s omission of exec in his upper 

notes but does not refer to 157 (he never cites pers) and Tischendorf cites 
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neither pers nor 157 although Scholz (p. 99 N.T.) had recorded 157 
correctly and reported pers. (Cf. Part II. note on —exer at John xviii. 2). 

Then consider the - καὶ θέλω of 157 at Mark v. 23 with pers alone 
Ἔ θελω or +peto, and this reading will strike us as not very young after all. 

Then, after this addition, consider the important omission by 157 
alone at Mark xiv. 57 of κατ αὐτου λεγοντες Which may well be what Merz 
calls Wanderwérte and the κατ αὐτου supplied by an over-zealous person 
in editio 11 of the sacred narrative. Pers omits cat αὐτου, writing 
“quidam alii subornarunt testes falsos et dicebant”’ instead of “ καὶ τινες 
ἀναστάντες ἐψευδομαρτύρουν κατ᾽ αὐτοῦ λέγοντες. Now k also omits κατ 
αὐτου writing “et alii surgentes commentiebantur et dicebant...” 
Whether λέγοντες is a “" Wanderwort’’ or not remains an open question, 
but κατ αὐτου would seem to be wander-words. Upon reference to the 
passage it will be seen that κατ αὐτου is not necessary ; would hardly have 
been excised if present, but readily supplied in an “‘improved’’ edition. 
Remains sy7 sin, which says ‘‘ Now some rose up against him and say,” 
eliminating eWevdouaptupovy. This text looks to me younger here than 
pers and 157. There has been a change made in early times, and the 
methods employed should be able to teach us something. D d ὁ ff insert 
κατ αὐτου after edeyov as an afterthought as it were (from the margin Ὁ). 
That good old witness aeth also omits κατ αὐτου (against sah boh), but 
something bothered him for he duplicates the λέγοντες or conflates λέγοντες 
of most with the ελεγον of D (syr sin), for he writes ‘‘ et surrexerunt testes 7 
falsi et loquuti sunt et dixerunt.” 

For -- κατ avtov we have now 157 k pers aeth. 

Can you find that combination in Tischendorf? Tisch is silent. 
Or in Soden ? Soden is blind to it, for he simply says “Om κατ 
Η 5511 (om κατ av7ov)”” Τ presume we should now add that very important 
document ὃ 371 (= B elsewhere)-for —xat αὐτου. 

Pers comes in again with 157 at Luke ix. 13 for the omission of εἰς 
mavta (before tov Xaov) and Paris*’ witnesses to πάντα being an addition 
or ‘‘ Wanderwort”’ by omitting it and writing es tov Aaov. (Three boh 
codices confirm 157 pers). 

Note.—Neither Tischendorf’s nor von Soden’s apparatus cover many 
curious things exhibited by individual Greek mss, although they have 
Version support. A critical edition, however, which neglects these things 
in our day is faulty and not up to date. It forces the student to hunt 
over the older authorities from Mill to Scrivener, which should not be 
necessary. The text-history can be rewritten in a measure from detailed 
observations of the kind indicated above. 

Observe further, as regards the ‘‘shorter” text, that an omission 
such as that of k in Mark xv. 8 of both avaBas and αναβοησας points in a 
different direction to that of other omissions, for here ἢ avoids a very 
difficult choice between the two words, and his omission does not indicate 
that the omission is basic. 
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Mark i. 35. Of Christ’s withdrawal into a desert place for prayer: 
Καὶ πρωι evvvxov Nav ἀναστὰς εξηλθε Kat ἀπηλθεν εἰς Epnwov τόπον 
KQAKEL προσηυχετο. 

The primitive text here is in doubt, but 226 with ϑοα 5 a (exiit et 
abiit) ὁ (exiens inde abiit) and sy7 sin omit avactas while D does the same 
but opposite εἕηλθεν καὶ ἀπηλθεν has “‘exsurgens abiit.” Syr sin has 
“came forth went ”’ without copula, but sy7 pesh ‘‘ antevertit et surrexit 
ac abiit,’’ while pers is ‘‘ surrexit et in locum desertum abut.” 

B* and a few important cursives such as 28 213 2?° Sod**!*** have 
avaotas εξηλθεν without καὶ ἀπηλθεν [but 604 Paris®’ and most agree 
with text recept|, while W has avactas ἀπηλθεν without εἕηλθεν και. 
τς beqsurgens abiit d (as above) ff vg® exsurgens abiit 

6 surgens egressus et abiit 

? vgg surgens egressus abit ὦ surgens egressus est et abut 

Goth holds the three expressions: usstandands usiddja jah galaith ana. 
Sah is wanting. Boh?! express “Καὶ avactas tpwt εννυχον Mav εξηλθεν,᾽ 
but some vary. 


Mark 11. 26 fin. 
Of Christ’s reference to David’s action in the Hcuse of God: 
. KAL EOWKE και τοις συν αὐτῷ OVOL. 

604 and 2” omit the final ουσιν. To these now add W Sod’ and 
Sod4** with aeth. 

901 Hust 31 44 150 omit the whole clause, as does pers. 

Observe that W Sod°* 2°° and 604 invert: καὶ εδωκε Kar ToLs μετ αὐτου 
(-- ουσι) ovs ove εξεστιν faye εἰ μὴ τοῖς ιερευσιν (pro ous οὐκ εἕεστι... 
τοις συν αὐτω ovor) so that the ovs here might have caused the loss of 
ουσι, but not so aeth, which maintains the other order, yet loses ουσι at 
the end. 


Mark iv. 1. Of the crowd at the lake-side-teaching : 

Kat παλιν ἡρξατο διδασκειν παρα τὴν θαλασσαν * Kat συνηχθὴ προς 
avTov οχλος πολὺς ὠστε avTOV εμβαντα εἰς TO πλοιον καθησθαι εν ΤΊ 
θαλασσὴ * και Tas o οχλος προς τὴν θαλασσαν επι TNS γῆς nv. 

Here 604 alone leaves out πρὸς τὴν θαλασσαν altogether, but is 
supported by aeth. 

D reads repay τῆς θαλασσης as ad q and the Syriac, omitting em 
τῆς γῆς, and W ev τω avy:adw as the Latins b ce f ff g 7, while the versions 
vary, pers sah and most boh expressing ev tw αἰγιάλω τῆς θαλασσης. The 
other boh codices vary, and arm expands to ‘‘on the shore they were 
keeping to the dry land.” 

fam 1 read παρα τὴν Oar. ext τῆς yns nv and 

A reads εἰς 5; > 95 95 45 ἤσαν (δ in vel circa mare super 

terra erat 510) 


apparently em: ,, ,, mpos ,, ,, ἢν (or noav) 
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Laura‘! changes the order of the end to mv em: τῆς γῆς, and 
NBCLA ὦ (erant sic) 892 with Evst 49 and y** and a few substitute σαν 
for nv, while some Latins as syr have stabat or staret (c) or sedebat (e). 
Some have eze τὴν γὴν nv. 

In the midst of all this confusion (with d going against D with A, 
and 6 going against A with D) B02 stands out with a simple omission and 
has support of aeth. 


Mark iv. 20. Of the parable of the sower : 


Kaz ουὅτοι εἰσιν οἱ ere τὴν γὴν THY καλὴν OTAPEVTES . . 


28 2° and pers [mut. syr cu sin] omit ουτοι. 

Add to these Sod’ and deduct 157 which I find does not omit 
[confirmed to me again by Monsignor Mercati] although Scholz reports it 
for omission with 28. 

Observe that NBCLA substitute εκεινοι. 


Mark v. 23. Of Jairus’ speech to our Lord: 
Καὶ παρεκάλει avtov Toda λεγων ote To θυγατριον μου εσχατωῶς 
εχει " , wa ἔλθων επιθης αὑτὴ Tas χείρας ὁπως σωθη και ἕησεται. 
157 inserts καὶ θέλω before wa ελθων = pers [Obs. the extraordinary 
base of pers in the later examples]. 


Mark ν. 43. Of Christ’s injunction for silence following the healing : 
Και διεστείλατο αὐτοῖς πολλα Wa μηδεις γνω τοῦτο * καὶ εἰπε δοθηναι 
αὐτὴ φαγειν. ar 

Here 604 alone [now joined by Sod”, a very important witness], with 
d (which Soden neglects and he does not mention ὁ ff) and ὁ ff q with aeth 
and pers (replacing syr cw and sim which are wanting), omits τοῦτο 
altogether. The diatessaron quotes ex Lue viii. ὅθ, which brings in τὸ 
yeyovos (ο δε παρηγγείλεν αὐτοῖς μηδενι εἰπεῖν TO γεγονος), and therefore 
Sod’ 604 aeth pers c d ff and ᾧ are quite unaffected by a harmony here 
in Mark. 

Gregory will please note this and bring it into his new apparatus, for 
Tischendorf neglects the omission altogether, not even recording d which 
has: wt inemint dicerent although D has wa μηδεὶς γνοι tovto, the tovto 
occupying a place on the line below, opposite’ which ὦ has nothing. 

-- τοῦτο may well be basic, and have been supplied to round out the 
sentence. 

As a matter of fact the Latins vary the expression, ὦ ὃ and vgg having 
id, e having illum, a f having hoc, and ὁ having istut, while ὁ d ff q omit. 


Mark vi. 39. Of the feeding of the multitudes : 
Kat επεταξεν αυτοις ανακλιναι TavTas συμποσιᾶ συμποσια.... 
604 with arm and pers (this conjunction here apparently antedating 
the syriac of syr sin) omit mavtas, while Origen with 2” and Soden°® 
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changes the order (barometric sign) to πάντας avaxdwat, and the important 
minuscule 33, with all bok mss but one, elides παντας and substitutes 
QAUTOUS. 

33 604 therefore with boh arm and pers form no mean combination 
here for omission. 

[In my collation of Evan. 604 p. Ixvi delete 473 (= 2”°) and place the 
reading of 604 on p. xxxii. under “ Unique.” | 


Mark vii. 6. Of the quotation from Isaiah : 
O δε αποκριθεις εἰπεν αὐτοῖς (οτι) KaXws προεφητευσεν Ησαιας περι 
υμῶν τῶν υποκρίτῶν ως γεγρᾶπται πο le 

For ws γεγραπται 604 substitutes Xeywv with ὁ ff dicens, D di και 
ecmev, fam 1 2”° arm ὡς εἰπεν, Sod” os emev as ὦ ὃ: qui dixit, while syr 
sin conflates: ‘fas it 15 written that he had said.” 

Clearly the reading of 604 ὁ ff is the simplest of all, and syr sin knew 
both readings at the time that document was prepared. 


Mark-vii. 8. Of the ceremonials of the Pharisees: 

Adgevtes yap τὴν evtodknv του Θεου, Kpaterte THY παραδοσιν των 
av0pwrev βαπτισμοὺυς ἕεστων καὶ ποτηρίων καὶ ANNA παρομοια TOLAUTA 
πολλα ποιειτε. 

28 and 2”° (to which now add Sod’) omit πολλα. 

Observe great variety among others: tovavta πολλὰ παρομοια, TONKA 
TAPOLOLa TOLQAUTA, TT APOLOLa πολλα TOLAUTA, TAPOKLOLa TOLAUTA TIOLELTE 
πολλα, παρομοια ποίειτε TOLAVTA πολλα, always shifting πολλὰ about, 
while a few drop τοιαυτα in the process. 

Om. vers. syr sin. Cf. diatess. HExplic. SBLWA ad verb. ανθρωπων. 

(Soden neglects 28 for omission of πολλα.) 


Mark vii. 23. Of the wickednesses of the human heart: 
TTAVTA TGUTA TA TOVIPA εσωθεν εκπορεύυεται Και KOLVOL TOV ανθρωπον. 

This follows the long list of evil things in verse 22, and τὰ πονήρα is 
therefore not necessary in verse 23. For this reason it may have been 
removed as an “improvement” by 1 2”° and 604, who omit, but it is 
rather a strong combination among the cursives, and might be basic. I 
say ‘“‘might” at a venture, but upon turning up the persian version, there 
again in that marvellous document, so pregnant of ‘‘ base,” ta πονηρα 
does not find a place. It is quite striking. 

(Some omit παντα, som? tavta and some ta ante πονηρα.) 


Mark viii. 25 fin. 
Concerning the wording of the final clause as to the blind man’s 
restored sight : 
. Kat ἐενεβλεψεν THAAVYWS απαντας. 
Some read azavta (and DW zapta), and some δηλαυγως, and some 
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aveBXerev, and some vary the order in which avaytas or ἀπαντὰα finds 
a place, and aeth copt syr have πᾶν or omne, but it is left for 33 alone 
of Greeks with ck alone of Latins to omit amtayta or omnia outright ! 
Tregelles, confirmed by Soden (I suppose by independent collation), 
mentions 33, but Tischendorf has not mentioned 33 in his vith edition, 
confining himself to the enumeration of c k. In such a place as this 
omnia might well be an addition, and its omission be basic. 


Mark x. 8. Of the close union of husband and wife: 
ὠστε οὔκετι εἰσι δυο ἀλλα μια cape. 
28 (neglected by Soden) 71 Evst 222, now joined by W and οι" 
with d[contra D"] ff k syrr (pers) sah aeth (boh™) have οὐκ for οὐκετι. 
Notwithstanding this large testimony, Tischendorf does not even 
mention this variation. In his day only 28 71 and Hvst 222 witnessed to 
it. But now add W (confirming 28) and Sod*® with d ff k and versions. 


Mark x. 21. Of the righteous young man: 
O δε Inaous εμβλεψας αὐτῷ NYATNTEV AVTOV καὶ εἰπεν AVTW ... 


αὐυτω, after εμβλεψας, is omitted by 28 and Clem. ‘Tischendorf did 
not know of 28 when citing Clem. Sod'°** 1581 also omit. 


Mark x. 47. Of blind Bartimaeus: 
Καὶ axovoas ott Inoovs 0 Nafwpatos eotw ἡρξατο κραζειν Kat 
λέγειν... 

28 omits καὶ λεγεὶν with sah’ (Horner overlooks the agreement of 
Greek 28 with his sah ms). 

Upon turning once more to the persian (oh wonderful and neglected 
monument of antiquity for control of such readings) it is found that pers 
also omits the καὶ λέγειν or λεγων of the rest. Pers us interpreted reads : 
et clamore sublato vociferatus est without any mere ‘‘ saying” about it. 


Mark x. 51. 
Καὶ αποκριθεις λεγει avtw o ἰησοὺυς τι θελεις ποιήσω σοι; O δε 
τυφλος εἰπεν αὐτω ραββονι wa αναβλεψω. 
28 with 892 (omitted by Soden) omits this second avtw. They are 
supported by ὁ aeth and once more by that wonderful pers (against the 
syriacs which we know) : ‘‘ Caecus respondit.”’ 


Mark xii. 4. Of the parable of the lord of the vineyard : 
Kai παλιν ἀπεστείλε προς avtous αλλον δουλον. 

This καὶ init. is omitted by 28 and ὁ ὁ sah 4/6 arm, and turning to 
pers the omission is once more confirmed by that version [syr sin omits 
the whole verse]. 

On the other hand παλιν is omitted by W (sister of 28) with X and 
one sah Ms", not all as would be gathered not only from Tisch but from 
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Soden, for the rest substitute ‘‘ Afterwards’ except sah’*® which has both 
sanncouc and on. 

Observe that arm pers quite replace the old syriac here, which omits 
the verse. 

(Note.—The viciousness of the elder Soden’s practice of quoting “αἵ 
instead of ὁ or k or 6 k is illustrated excellently here. He says “‘om «au' 
[* 18 afc.” He means “ om. 28 ec”’ for k has it ‘‘ Et iterum.’’) 

Since W reads Kaz and 28 Παλιν for Kaz radu thus opposing the text 
of the majority, but each in a different way, it is clear that a mark of 
deletion stood in the margin of the common parent and was applied by 
one of them to the wrong word. 


Mark xii. 26. Of the resurrection, referring to Exod. 11. 6: 
Περι δε των vexpwy ote eyelpovTat οὐκ ἀνεγνωτε ev τὴ βιβλω Macews 
επι της βατου ὡς ειἰπεν avTw ο Θεος λεγων eyw ο Θεος βρααμ... 
λεγων is omitted by 28 b aur vg¥ diatess-arab sah 1/4 and syrr with 
pers and arm. 


Mark xii. 80. Οἱ the first and second Commandments : 
αὐτὴ πρωτὴ EVTOAN * καὶ δευτερα ομοια AUT)... 

There is very great variation here, but 28 2Ρ", joined by W Sod’ k 
ELus™" ¢ simply omit ἐντολὴ while having αὕτη πρώτη which is omitted 
together with ἐντολὴ by NBELAW copt. The syriacs retain αὐτὴ πρωτὴ 
€VTOAN. 


Mark xi. 34. Of the silence imposed by Christ’s answer: 
Kat ovoels OUKETL ετολμα QAUTOV v7 ἐπερωτῆσαι. 

Here 28 with pers once more adds τε after avtov and before επερωτησαι. 
So do ὁ ᾳ at the end: Ht nemo iam audebat eum interrogare QUICQUAM. 
This wording (without quicquam) is exactly that of d which retains jam, 
while the Greek of D opposite lacks ουκετι as do Ψ 124 Sod'*** and sah 
boh. b-q especially in conjunction are very important in Mark. How did 
τι get in or out of the text? The secret seems to lie in the οὐκίετι, for 
instance 61 οἷ reading οὐκ without eve but not supplying τὰ later. x 
places οὐκετι last, writing: καὶ ovders ἐτόλμα avtov ἐπερωτῆσαι οὐκετι. A 
few and a merely reverse οὐκετί eroApa to ετολμα ουκετι, δὲ Paris’ Sod*™ ¢ 
merely reverse avtov ἐπερωτησαι to ἐπερωτῆσαι avtov. It remains for W 
to supply a key, for W writes: καὶ ovders ἐτόλμα avTov ouKETL ἐπερωτᾶν, 
bringing ovxete before επερωταν, which in a close uncial supplies the 
missing 7 exhibited by ὁ and ῳ and 28 pers. The closest relationship 
between W 28 and some common parent is thus shown again here, for 28 
also writes ἐπερωταν instead of erepwrnoar. (Evan 433 boh supply ere after 
επερωτησαῖι, omitting ovxete previously.) 


? 


t Diserte “ kata Mapxoy’ 
δευτερα ομοια ταυτὴ (510). 


... totum locum exscripsit et in fine ita: αὐτὴ πρωτη " και 
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Mark xiii. 2. Of the great buildings of the Temple 
Καὶ o Inoous ἀποκριθεὶς extev avtw βλεπεις ταυτας τας μεγαλας 
οἰκοδομας ; 

o ἴησους is not found in 2” 604 a ὦ ὁ r? and vgkY, Add also W 
and Sod**® which are observed also to omit. 

There exists quite some variety as to the form of the sentence, and 
there is hardly any reason to remove o Inaovs, while there is every reason 
to insert it, because the Greeks do not mention Jesus by name in verse 1. 

Horner neglects 2P° and 604 while giving a ὦ ὁ. 


Mark xiv. 35. Of the agony in the garden: 

Kat προέλθων μικρον ETEGEY ETL τῆς γῆς καὶ προσηυχετο... SO 
most, but DG> Sod fam 1 fam 18 2Ρ6 604 al? latt arm syr sin add 
επι TPOOWTOV OY ETL προσῶπον AUTOU, retaining επί TNS γῆς. 

28 alone substitutes emt προσωπον αὐτου for ee τῆς γῆς with 6: in 
faciem (—ejus), for k syr sin and others have in faciem super terram. 

Pers opposes 28 here and has merely in terram as most Greeks. 

The conflation is old. 28 must have chosen the wrong half of it, 
unless by some chance 28 and ὁ alone retain the right half. 


Mark xiv. 46. -Of the capture of Christ: 

᾿ Οἱ δε ἐπεβαλον et avtov Tas χείρας aUTwWY καὶ ἐεκρατησαν avTOV. 

892 (and now add W Sod” also) d ff aeth pers omit ew avtov. This 
amid a great variety of readings by the others. 


Mark xiv. 57. Of the trial of Christ : 
Kau τινες AVACTAVTES εψευδομαρτυρουν ΚΑΤ QUTOU λεγοντες OTL. .. 
157 (and now Sod**7! a very important witness) with k pers and aeth 
omit κατ avtouv. 
Observe the manner of treating this in some others. See p. 498. 


Mark xv. 36. 
In connection with him who tendered the sponge of vinegar: 
Δραμων δε εἷς καὶ γεμισας σπογγον οἕους περιθεις τε καλαμω εποτίζεν 
avTov λεγων Αφετε ἰδωμεν εἰ ερχεται Ἡλιὰς καθελεῖν avtov. 

This is a difficult place. As W is lacking here (hiat xv. 13-38) and 
28 exhibits a rare reading I will cite it. 

28 alone substitutes for λέγων “οἱ de λοίποι ἔλεγον ’’ Which may come 
from a reference to Matt xxvii. 49 “οἱ δε λοίποι ἔλεγον ᾿᾿ |B and a few 
there εἰπὸν]. In St. John xix. 29 περιθεντες (and πλησαντες previously 
of some Mss) makes the action that of more than one man. 

The fact remains, although the diatess follows Matthew’s wording 
‘‘ But the rest said,” yet using all the Gospel accounts (ὃ 111.) that sy7 sim 
and pes turn λέγων into the plural supplying a copula, while pers merely 
has a stop after evot ev avtov. and continues ‘‘ dicebant.”” They therefore 
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read the plural without supplying Noro: of Matthew. D* cuts the knot 
by omitting Xeywr altogether. Fam 13 substitute λέγοντες for λέγων, but 
do it in an ampler way, turning all into the plural. Is λέγων of most 
really basic in Mark or an error, and did the original read λεγουσι ἡ Or 
was the original Latin dicunt or dicebant and not dicens ? 


Luke i. 21. Of Zacharias’ delay in the Temple: 
Kaz nv 0 XNaos προσδοκων τον Ζαχαριαν * και εθαυμαζον ev τω χρονίζειν 
QAUTOV €V TW VAD. 
ev τω vaw is omitted by 604 and Soden'’**, as well as by 34 39 108 
142* and k* (these Soden neglects). 
Syr cu and sin are both missing. 
BLWWE and 205 Paris®’ change the order. 


Luke i. 29. Concerning Mary’s wonder at the salutation of the angel : 
H δε ἐδουσα διεταραχθὴ ert To λογω avToU, Kat διελογίζετο ποταπος ELN 
0 αἀσπασμος OUTOS. 
Here the famous cursive c'* omits en with [ Sod}** 317 fam ἡ exe, b 346 τ 
Syr cu sin are wanting. 
L and a few substitute ει. D Sod*® Sod’ emphasise av evn, but — evn 
might well be basic. 
(Observe e ‘‘ recogitans quia sic benedixit eam.”’) 


Luke 1. 66. 
Of the wonder engendered at the baptism of John Baptist : 
Kaz εθεντο παντες οἱ ακουσαντες EV TN καρδια auTwv, λεγοντες. .. 

Here 604 omits οὐ ἀκουσαντες with 6 syr pesh*®, while syr sin omits 
Tavtes and ot ακουσαντες. Soden now adds 348 (his’!, quite an 
important Ms) for omission of ot axovoavtes, while neglecting to 
record 604. 

For οἱ ἀκούσαντες CD* 118-209 190" 234 892 al. et Sod" 1354 (ef, 
ff goth arm) substitute ot axovovtes, while pers (as rendered) = Ht qui- 
cunque audivit, and aeth (as rendered) = Ht custodierunt in cordibus 
suis omnia quae audiverant, showing an apparent basic difference to be 
compromised. (See p. 454 Mark vi. 2). 


Luke i. ὃ. ; Of the enrolment or registration : 
Kaz eropevovto παντες ἀπογράφεσθαι, εκαστος εἰς την ἰδιαν πολιν. 

Here οἷ omits exactos. Tischendorf fails to report this and Soden 
refuses to give the omission a place in his apparatus, but it is important. 
Observe that Burkitt for syr sin has to supply “‘ each one”? in italics [he 
uses very few italics thus]: ‘“‘ Now every one (za Jaa) [was going] to 
be [enrolled] even from [his] city was each one going to his place that 
there he might be enrolled.” 

Notice also that N omits παντες with Sod, N* writes καὶ 


440 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


επορευοντο (retaining the plural verb) exactos ἀπογραάφεσθε εἰς THY εαὐτων 
πολιν, Shortening, aS pers and diatess: “ Ht unusquisque ivit ut in urbe 
sua describeretur,” and syr “ Et ibat quisque ut describeretur in urbem 
swam.” 

There is something to ponder over here. 


Luke 11. 11. Of the angel’s speech to the shepherds : 
οτι ETEXON ULV σήμερον σωτήρ, Os εστι Ἄριστος Kupios. 
σήμερον is omitted by 604 with 18 50 55 62 116 201 πδ΄ Hust 52. 
Soden adds ὃ 335 but neglects 604 and all the rest. (What 7s the use of 
such notes ?) 
The important witness Sod °7 of the NB family changes the order to 
σωτὴρ σήμερον (as bohX) and may have imported onpepov from his margin. 


Luke vi. 10. Concerning the man with the withered hand : 
Και περιβλεψαμενος Tavtas avtous, εἰπε τω ανθρωπω * Kxtewov τὴν 
χείρα σου "ὁ δὲ εποιίῆσεν OUTW “και αποκατεσταθὴη n χεὶρ QUTOU VYLNS WS 

ῃ αλλη. 

This passage is practically in the same class as the one noticed 
toward the end of this chapter at vi. 48 jin. 

Instead of ὁ δε εποιησεν, NDX al. it vg copt syr pesh arm aeth 
substitute o δὲ εξετείνεν (compare Matt. xii. 13, Mark i. 5), and a 
minority have o de ἐποίησεν ovtws. The detail will be found in Tischen- 
dorf, but he neglects to state that co omits the phrase altogether! Soden 
having found another ms (Sod**) which omits, does mention this in his 
notes. 

Syr sin is missing here, and therefore we have no check on the 
critical codices οἷ Sod'***. Yet the situation is suspicious and reminds us 
of vi. 48. There, we have two alternatives: δία to κάλως οἰκοδομησθαι 
having no reference to the parallel, and τεθεμελίωτο yap emt τὴν πετρᾶν as 
in Matt. vil. 25, while sy7 sin and gr. 604 show us a blank. Here we 
have o δε ἐποίησεν (ovtw) having no reference to the parallel, and o δὲ 
εξετεινεν a plain verbal importation from the double parallels in Matt. 
and Mark, while ce" and Sod'*** exhibit a blank in Luke. 

The matter should be carefully noted, for the supplementary matter . 
interjected in alternative phrases is not at all necessary at this place. 


Luke vi. 48 jin. 
Of the parable of the house whose foundations are secure : 
“ἐπεθεμέλίωτο yap ent τὴν πετραν ᾿᾿ Of most, 
or “δια το Kadws οἰκοδομησθαι αὐτὴν of the few [negl. 
avtny TY |, 
but entirely omitted by 604 and syr sin | Pers has the upper clause with 
most ]. 
Aeth already conflates both readings. 
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Luke vu. 9. Of Christ’s appreciation of the centurion’s faith : 
Axkovoas δεταῦυτα o Inaous εθαυμασεν avtov ᾿ Kat oTpadels τω ἀκολου- 
θουντι avTw οχλω εἰπε... 

604 alone of Greeks, to which now add Sod**! 1495. omits tauta. 

With this syr sin and syr hier agree, as also aeth and one boh ms*, 
while one sah Ms* says ete nat ‘concerning these things.’’ Horner 
omits to chronicle syr hier (all three codices) which agree with syr sin. 

Observe that while syr pesh has ravta it changes the order, and Οὔ 
has ἄκουσας δε 0 Inaovus tavta. 


Luke ix. 9. 
Concerning Herod’s speech about John Baptist (see Matt. xiv. 2 and 
Mark vi. 14) : 


εἰπεν δὲ Hpwdns * Τωαννὴν eyo atexeparica ' τις δε εστιν οὐτος περι 


ov ἀκουω τοιαυτα; καὶ εζητει ἰδειν avToV. 

For τις δὲ εστιν ovtos Evan 248 substitutes tis ἐστιν ovtos alone, 
dropping δε, but withce: “ quis est hic,” and: ‘hic quis est” by b ffalqr 
(of. 248 τις δε ovtos ect). With the Latins without copula go syr cu 
sin pers and diatess (and sah 1/5 boh™’). 

The diatess interlards Luke ix. 9 between Matt xiv. 12° and xiv. 18", 
but is clearly from Luke, avoiding Matt xiv. 2 here. See diatess § xviii. 
20 and its beginning. 

Alone, with aeth, Evan 157 substitutes ovv for δὲ in Luke ix. 9. 


Luke ix. 13. Οἱ the loaves and fishes and the multitudes : 

Eure δὲ προς avtous * Aote avtois vpers φαγειν. Or de εἰπον * Ουκ 
εἰσιν ἡμῖν πλεῖον ἡ πεντε apToL καὶ δυο LYOvVES, EL μητι πορευθεντες ἡμεῖς 
ἀγορᾶάσωμεν εἰς παντὰ τον λαον τουτον βρωματα. 

157 (with Paris® εἰς tov λαον tantum) and pers with boh'™"s omit εἰς 
παντα. 


Luke ix. 20. Οἱ Christ’s enquiry for the testimony of the apostles: 


Eure δε αὑτοῖς * vets δε τινα με λεγετε εἰναι | 


604 omits με λεγετε εἰναι altogether, alone with Dial. As to syr sin 
it is mutilated, but Burkitt says ‘‘ there is not space for all the words.” 

Pers, observe, slightly alters, saying ‘‘ Vos de me quid dicitis.”’ 

Some aeth Mss I believe omit pe εἰναι. 


Luke x. 5. Of the salutation due on entering a house: 
Ets nv δ᾽ av οἰκιαν εἰσερχησθε πρωτον λέγετε * Expnvn τω οἰκω τουτω. 
Paris” and D? with αὐ r Orig and Tert™™ omit mpwrov. (Τ γέ: 
‘quam introissent domum pacem ei dicere.’’) 


Luke xii. 34. Concerning the proverb of the heart and its treasure : 
οπου yap εστιν o θησαυρος ὑμων, Exel καὶ ἡ καρδια υμων εσται. 
ce omits estar outright with δοῦλο, 
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Of the Greeks LA substitute ἐστιν. 

D and some place it between exes and xa. 

The word may not originally have completed the sentence at all, 
which is complete without the second verb. Tischendorf, as so often, 
does not report c*™ here. 

The reason for which I emphasise the witness of οἵ even when alone 
is that elsewhere this ms lends its voice to very powerful minority 
groups, as at xix. 23 -- καὶ init. Of course cis quite a critical codex as 
may be seen in its graphic εξελθειν for ed@ew at Luke xiv. 20 fin. or at 
Luke xxiv. 82 jin. 

(Cf. ¢* at Luke xiii. 30 o1 ἐσχατοι pro εἰσιν exxator. Paris® supplies 
ot but has esow which c lacks.) 


Luke xi. 15, 
Of our Lord’s personal application in his answer to the ἀρχισυναγώγῳ 
as to healing on the sabbath: 

Απεκριθὴ ουν avtw o Kuptos, και evmev, Trroxpita, εκαστος ὑυμων Tw 
σαββατω ov λυει Tov Bovy αὐτου ἡ τον ονον ato της haTYNS καὶ απαγαγων 
ποτίζει ; ταυτὴν δε, θυγατερα Αβρααμ ουσαν... 

The authorities cannot agree whether our Lord said ὑποκριτά ! or 
ὑποκριταί! and are very much divided. As the record says ἀπεκρίθη οὖν 
αὐτῷ ὁ Κύριος καὶ εἶπεν (and not ἀπεκρ. οὖν ὁ Κύριος καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ) it 
may well be that the less personal ὑποκριταί and not ὑποκριτά was the 
apostrophe. 

But οἴ alone shows us a blank here, and has neither. 

Tisch again fails to exhibit here the omission of οὗ. Sabatier calls 
attention to Tertullian™*** which (although non liquet) has no introduction 
and begins ‘‘ Unusquisque vestrum sabbatis non solvit”’ . . . quoting in full 
to more. Certainly οἷ and Tert should be coupled and mentioned 
together. 


Luke xiv. 8/9. Of the place at the wedding feast: 


Mnzrote evtipotepos σου ἡ κεκλημενος UT αὐτου καὶ ελθων O σε Kat 
αυτον καλεσας, Epel σοι * Δος τουτω, τοπον ". .. 
Here 157, with copt and syr, supplies tov before τοπον. This may 
have been lost immensely early. Observe aeth: ‘‘ Cede huic personae ” 
(‘« the place”’ understood). 


Luke xvi. 12. 
What Christ said in his comment on the parable of the unjust steward : 
Kat εἰ ev τω αλλοτρίιω πίστοι οὐκ εγενεσθε, TO VMETEPOY τις υμιν 
δωσει; 
157 and e il with Tert™” are definite as to the substitution of ἐμον 


for υμετερον. 
(nuetepov by BL Sod*” and Hust 21 Orig.) 
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Luke xvii. 23. What action to take when the Son of Man is announced : 
Kaz epovow υμῖιν * δου wée ἡ ἰδου exer, μὴ ἀπέλθητε μηδε διωξητε. 
157 with syr and pers omits μηδὲ διωξητε. (Cf. B and sah.) 


Luke xviii. 2. 
Of a judge in a certain city and the importunate widow : 
λεγων * Kpitns τις nv ev τινι πολει... 

ce and o** with pers omit ts; but then syr sin thereagainst omits 
τίνι, perhaps for the same purpose of destroying the pleonastic ‘‘ pair”: 
‘““A certain judge there was in a certain city.” But note that the 
important Ms Paris® also omits tvs with οἷ. 

(Some have τὴ for τίνι, and 33 has ev tive τὴ Tone.) 

Sah very simply ‘‘ A judge in a city” with two indefinite articles : 
OwKPITHC on owvmoatic, and boh-also, which does not however trans- 
literate the Greek words. 


Luke xviii. 9. 
Of the introductory clause as to the parable of the publican and the 
pharisee in prayer : 
Eve δὲ Kal T pos τινας TOUS πεποιθοτας εφ EAUTOLS OTL εἰσι OLKQLOL Kal 
εξουθενουντας tous λοιποὺυς * τὴν παραβολὴν tavtnv * AvOpwrot δυο 


ανεβησαν εἰς το Lepov προσευξασθαι... 

Οὗ leaves out τὴν παραβολὴν ταυτην. So does D* and d. No others 
apparently. But observe that the syriacs sah and pers bring it in quite 
early in a peculiar place and order before προς twas, ‘‘ And he was saying 
this similitude (or parable) against (certain) folk that trust in them- 
selves ...,’ while the Latins, even those which have similitudinem for 
parabolam, keep the Greek order. 

Tischendorf should certainly have mentioned c“*. He only says: 
sn B Mo 0c as 


Luke xxu. 15. 
Concerning the last supper and the mention of the Passover : 
Καὶ εἰπὲν προς αὐτοὺς * επιθυμια επιθυμησα τουτο To πασχα φαγειν 
μεθ υμων προ του με παθειν. 

In this very important passage (uncomplicated by the accounts in 
Matthew and Mark) the noteworthy cursive 71 with vg? and syr cw sin 
boh™ with Tert™*"° very definitely : Concupiscentia concupivi Pascha edere 
vobiscum antequam patiar, completely suppress τοῦτο or hoc, against the 
other Greeks and Latins, against syr pesh and the diatess (quoting Luke 
xxil. 14/16 continuously). The only Latins besides vg” to throw light on 
the matter are ὁ and Hilary. In ὁ “‘hoc” is present but ‘‘ Pascha”’ 
absent; thus also in H7/im Ps. 68; desiderio cupivi Hoc manducare, but 
Hil» 2. 139 neslects hoc and introduces Pascha without hoc: ‘‘ desiderio 

2G 


450 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


desideravit cum discipulis Pascha manducare.” Possibly in c’s copy a 
mark was present for the deletion of hoc which that Ms applied to Pascha. 
Tischendorf and Soden completely ignore the omission of τουτο, and again 
refuse to let us enter with them the arcanum of textual criticism. 


Luke xxii. 15. 
Concerning Pilate’s speech to the assembled multitude about our 
Lord’s apparent guiltlessness : 


. ἀνεπεμψρα yap vuas προς avtov [al. ἀνεπεμψεν yap avtov προς 
nuas | και ἰδου οὐδὲν αξιον θανατου εστι πεπραγμενον AUTH. 

Here ἐδου is omitted by e“ [I wonder if this should not be c*"] and 
D* d with vgg?® [hiat r.| syr cu sin pers and diatess. 

Tisch and Soden report this because Dd also omit. I introduce it 
to show the omission upheld by one cursive. The diatess quotes con- 
tinuously Luke xxii. 4/16. There is an ἐδου in the previous verse 
xxiii. 14 not modified by syr cw sin pers, but for καὶ edov eyw there D 
writes: xayw oe, and d: et ego autem, and diatess also without ecce 
there. 


Luke xxiv. 39. 
Of Christ’s request for identification after the resurrection : 


Idete Tas χειρας μου Kal τους ποδας μου OTL AUTOS Eyw εἰμι * ψηλαφη- 
TATE με και LOETE “OTL πνευμα σαρκα Kal OTTEA οὐκ EXEL καθως εμε θεωρειτε 
εχοντα. 

The Greek cursive 300 omits avtos with ὦ r? 1. Syrr copt omit 
autos altogether, while the rest vary the order and form of autos eyw εἰμι 
considerably. (Pers omits altogether). αὐτὸς probably came in for 
emphasis from the margin. Soden adds *", presumably «°" = 4 (Paris 
nat. 84) for plain omission of autos, and indeed an addition to the basic: 
text would be quite likely here. 

(Soden, as usual, neglects the witness previously reported for omission, 
viz. Hvan. 300.) 


John i. 15. } 
Concerning the wording of John Baptist’s witness to Jesus: 


Ιωαννης waptuper περι αὐτου, Kat Kexpaye Neywv ᾿ OvTos nv ov εἰπὸν " 
O οπίσω μου ερχομενος, εμπροσθεν μου γεγονεν. 

314 (= Sod“) reads ἐστι for nv. The Latins vary between est (a b ὁ 
efqrpaur vgg*) as (syr), and erat (ἢ, ὃ [hiat ἃ] vgg"" Lren Aug), but 
Evst 54 omits outright. 

This is interesting because δὲ alone of Greeks omits ov εἰπὸν following, 
with arab, as if between mv and ov εἰπὸν a mark had perhaps been set 
indicating omission, and δὲ had omitted ov εἰπὸν and not mv. 

The bohairic really seems to omit nv (xe ᾧδι DH ETAIXOG 
εθϑητοῦ. 
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John 11. 19. Of the rebuilding of the temple (of His body) : 


Amexpi0n o ησους καὶ evmev avtois Λυσατε Tov vaov τοῦτον Kat 
εν TPLOLY NMEpals EyEpw aUTOV. 


Evst 47 reads with Ignatius δια tpiwv ἡμερων. 


John v. 27. Of the Father’s great gifts to the Son: 
... Καὶ εξουσιαν εδωκεν avtw Kal Kpiow Tole .. 
Now εδωκεν is omitted outright only by Hust 47 and diatess, making 
εδωκεν of verse 26 serve here also. Observe that the syriac and pers 


substitute fecit for dedit in verse 27. Neither Tisch nor Soden notice 
these readings. 


John vi. 22. Concerning the departure of the disciples : 


T'n επαυριον 0 οχλος ο εστηκως περᾶν τῆς ParXacons Lowy OTL TOLAPLOV 
αλλο οὐκ HV EKEL EL μὴ EV ἐκεῖνο εἰς 0 ἐνεβησαν OL μαθηται αὐτου, και OTL OU 
συνεισηλθε τοις μαθηταῖς αὐτου ο Ἰησους εἰς το πλοιαρίον, ἀλλα μονοῖ οἱ 
μαθηται αὐτου απηλθον. 

Neglecting other variations, observe that the syriacs t with pers omit. 
the last clause, as do the diatessaron and Evan 220 and Hust 222 (2°). 
Tischendorf mentions 220 but neglects z**, while Soden calmly ignores 
both Greek manuscripts. 

There is no break in diatess between verses 22 and 23 (proceeding 
with 23/60 continuously). Observe that the Latins (so intimately 
connected with the syr and diatess) apparently do not recognise this 
omission. 

(δὲ 56-58-61 ff, 1 omit ἀπηλθον in this clause.) 


John vi.-23. 
Of the ships from Tiberias, whether they came, had come, or were there: 


Αλλα δὲ ηλθε πλοιαρια εκ Τιβεριαδος eyyus του τόπου οπου εφαγον 
τον αρτον ευχαριστησαντος του Κυριου. 
892 and Sod'*** with the diatess have nv for ηλθε. 


Some have 7\@ov for Ae placing it in various differing positions. 


δὲ has ered Oovtwy ουν των πλοιων for adda δὲ NAGE (OY ηλθον) πλοιαρια 
and ovons instead of του τόπου. D has adAwv πλοιαρίων eXOovtar (d aliae 
naviculae venerunt). C/.b7: et cum supervenissent aliae naves, cf. syr cu. 

The vg has: aliae vero supervenerunt naves. (Supervenerunt is 
favoured by the Latins, but not by a de f.) 

Among all this variation, 892 Sod'*** diatess substitute nv. It seems 
to me that, including this ἣν, it all savours of retranslation. 


+ Syr sin is said to be illegible here, but syr cu agrees with syr pesh and pers to 
omit. (Pers doubtless replaces syr sin.) 
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John vi. 42. 
Of the murmuring Jews’ speech concerning the parentage of our Lord 
and of his strange speech about his descent from Heaven : 

Kaz ελεγον οὐχ ovtos εστιν Incovs 0 vios Ἰωσηφ, ov ἡμεῖς o1dapev τον 
TATEPA καὶ THY μητερα; πως OUV hEYEL OVTOS OTL EX TOV ουρανου κατα- 
βεβηκα; 

There is found to be a difference of opinion as to whether ουν or νυν 
should follow πως. 

BCTW Sod” boh arm syr hier Ath? supply νυν. 

S and D on the other hand, with the other Greeks, most Latins and 
sah 4/7, prefer ovr. 

The peshitta does neither, but prefixes και. 

The editors are strangely enough agreed here; T%sch and Hort on the 
strength of BCT, and Soden on the strength of BCT and the additional 
W Sod’, print πως νυν. But are they right? Does not perhaps little 
v'* here hold the key, which cursive Ms writes πως tantum ? 

The point is that sy cw sin and pers with arab and the latins ae 
and sah 3/7 are agreed to omit in the same way as v“", merely saying πως. 
Still the editors might be right; but when we find Parts backing up 
v", the syriacs, a 6, the persian, the arabic, and sah 3/7 for omission we 
must pause to ask the reason why. 

Since therefore once more δὲ and B are not agreed (and aeth boh*™™” 
vg?® conflate) does not Paris®’ hold (with v*") the true base behind NB, 
and are not syr pers with sah 3/7 and Paris®” v*" the purveyors of the 
‘true text’ ? 


John vi. 64. Of Christ’s speech to the disciples on a certain occasion : 
AXX εἰσιν εἕ υμων τινες οἱ ov πιστευουσιν. 

Here τίνες is omitted by 157 alone, and indeed may well be an 
addition. Tvschendorf, recognising this, chronicles the omission, but 
Soden does not think it worth while, although a reference to syr sin and 
aeth appears to confirm it. Observe here that the order of most: εξ vywy 
τίνες (So also syr cw) is varied by ΚΤ ΧΡ and some very important cursives 
(plus syr pesh hier) to τινες εξ υμων. 


Jobn vi. 70. ‘The apostrophe as to a traitor being among the twelve: 
ἈΑπεκριθὴ αὐτοῖς o ησους * Οὐκ εγω vpas tous δωδεκα εξελεξαμην 
και εἕ υμων εἷς διαβολος εστιν. 

Evan 28 omits τους. δωδεκα. Cf. syr cu sin. 

Note that 185 (Sod*'® and a very critical codex) omits εξελεξαμην, 
having evidently mistaken the word to be deleted. Thus again 185 
alone omits εξ before vuwy, intending probably to omit εἷς with δὲ ἢ; and 
thus 2°° omits καὶ εἕ υμων, retaining εἷς. 

John xii. 14/15. 
Of Christ’s example in the washing of the feet: 
Ex ovy eyo evipa vuwv τοὺς Todas, ο κυριος Kat o διδασκαλος, καὶ 
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upels οφείλετε αλληλων VITTELY TOUS Todas. Ὑποδειγμα yap εδωκα ὑμῖν, 
wa Kadws ey@ εποιησα ὑμιν, και υμεις TOLNTE. gar 

Now this yap is omitted by 604 and the very important cursive οἷς. 
The saying is more stately thus. Not “For I have given you an 
example,” but very simply and majestically: “1 (your Lord and Master) 
have given you an example.” 

Does syr sin omit? No, it has de. Do any others? Apparently 
none except the diatess, for Soden says “‘om yap Ta [5 19/138.” Now 
the diatess is a good witness here, for it quotes continuously John xiii. 1/20. 
There are no other witnesses then for this stately phrase? Yes there are, 
and important ones too. Soden’s notes in such cases are too maddening 
for words, for when he supplements T'ischendorf (as here, Tisch neglecting 
the omission of οἷ) he cannot even get the matter right. 

Observe then that syr hier®© also omit. Is that all? No, for pers 
(wonderful witness!) also omits [against sy pesh and sin]. Is that all? 
No, not yet, for d, that other extraordinary witness, also omits, against 
D* opposite. Such opposition between d and D* invariably means a 
great deal. I discover these omissions of von Soden by chance, but. 
Sabatier had already called attention to the reading of d. Students 
cannot possibly see these things in Tischendorf or Soden. Aeth™ 
renders ‘‘ Quia exemplum dedi vobis”’ without yap which the Coptic 
versions hold. Is this quite all? No, because Aphraates opposes syr 
sin and also omits yap altogether. For omission then, instead of 
Tatian 604 and οἷ᾽ as Soden tells us, we have: 604 c™ d pers syr 
hier®© diatess Aphraates and (aeth). 


John xix. 40. Of the custom of the Jews at burial: 
ἔλαβον ουν to σωμα tov ἴησου καὶ εδησαν αὐτο οθονιοις μετα των 
αρωματων καθὼως εθος εστι τοις Ἰουδαιοις ενταφιαζειν. 
Paris®’, with sah boh (aeth), omits εστι. Sod’ (ed. Β ὦ 6) Sod'**4 
omit εθος. 
Observe NW Greg*¥*s substitute mv for ἐστι. ( εστιν εθος Χ' 185 ac 
Rg) of. 6: 


John xx. 15. Of the risen one’s speech to Mary in the garden: 


Neyer αὐτὴ o Inoous * Τύυναι, τι κλαιεις ; τινα Enters ; Exewvn δοκουσα 
OTL ο KNTTOUPOS EoTL Eyer aUTW Kupie. . . 


28, with syr sin and dimma, omits o Inaovs. 


So, among the Latins, observe : 
John xxi. 19: 
Of Christ’s post-resurrection action at the lake-side : 
ἔρχεται (ουν 0) Inoous και Nap Raver τον aptov Kat διδωσιν avtots. 
c with syr sim omits this epyerar. 
c reads merely: T'unc Jesus accepit... 
syr sin merely: Et accepit Jesus... 
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Luke vi. 45. 

o ayabos avOpwros ex tov ayafov θησαυρου τῆς καρδιας αὐτου 
mpopeper TO ayafov * Kat o Tovnpos avOpwros εκ του Tovnpov θησαυρου TNS 
καρδιας αὐτου προφερει TO πονῆρον. 

Here ff, alone elides the first τῆς καρδιας, writing: Bonus homo de 
bono d'ensauro suo proferet bonum ... thus alone agreeing with Dial*’. 


Mark vi. 2. 
Kat γενομενου σαββατου ἡρξατο ev TH συναγωγὴ διδασκειν " και TOAXOL 
axovovtes εξεπλήσσοντο, λέγοντες : ποθεν τουτω ταυτα;.... 

As against axovortes of textus receptus supported by NABCW wane’ 
alanddf f m2tilqrdvgg with audientes, D'FHLA*IIA Sod” some 
minn, including some interesting manuscripts (and a with cwm audissent), 
prefer axovoaytes, but ὃ ὁ e have neither but exhibit a blank. It is 
-eminently a place, as will be seen upon close inspection, where a word 
could naturally be added, and the fact that the authorities vary as to its 
form or tense shows that it may be an early addition. The Greek ms 
W would probably have omitted with b ¢ e had it continued this 
recension beyond Chapter V. I mention the example particularly 
because W ceases to convey this type of text before the end of ch. V. 
[ Hiant syr"*", sed habent syr? ™* ners et diatess|. Cf. Luci. 66, p. 445. 

Lastly, consider Matt. iv. 1 —vzo tov mvevpatos 892 P** soli, where 
the order is changed by SK 157 syr aeth, suggesting something amiss ; 
and Mark ii. 11 -- σοι λέγω eyerpe by Paris®’ alone, while W 40 46 61 252 
y* Sod b ὁ e omit σοι Aeyw, and 75 sah 1/2 omit eyerpe, and δὲ [not 
reported by Tisch or Sod] varies the order >eyerpe σοι Neyo [ Hiant syr**™]. 


Von SopENn’s New TESTAMENT, issued July 1913. 


The crowning voltime of von Soden’s labours, viz. the New Testament 
volume itself, reached me after nearly all of Part I. of this essay was set 
up. I have used it for Part II. although this necessitated resetting a 
considerable amount of type, but for Part I. I was afraid I would not be 
able to use his work except occasionally in St. Luke and St. John, 
but I have managed to work in most of the evidence throughout. 

I shall attempt no thorough review of his system or of his work 
at this place. Occasional notes will be found where it is desirable to 
correct his apparatus or to supplement my own. 

I said at the beginning of this essay that the readings of Westcott 
and Hort, that is those of the ms B, had been generally accepted in 
England and nearly as much so in Germany. I am told that in Germany 
this is not the case. Let us look at a passage in von Soden’s new 
edit‘on for information, 

Upon the strength of B, Westcott-Hort have printed at Matthew xiii. 4 
Kat ἔλθοντα τα πετεινα κατεφαγεν avta, instead of Kar ndOev (or ἡλθον) Ta 
πετεινα καὶ κατεφαγεν avta. B had support only from f™atthact Fyer 
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y" (not mentioned by Tisch) and fam 13 but they add tov ovpavov after 
TETELVQA. 

I was surprised to find von Soden follow suit for this reading of 
ελθοντα ta πετεινα (-- καὶ). His note on the evidence is not absolutely 
clear, but one is to infer that besides B, these other mss have been found 
to have the reading, viz. 050 (ms at Tiflis related to the D text, which 
latter here has the ordinary text) ὃ 30 (= ἃ, otherwise more related to δὲ, 
which does not have it) ε 1444 (Athos, Pantel. 101) ε 1413 (Athos, 
Pantocr. 34) ε 1333 (Athos, Pantocr. 60) ε 1216 (Berlin 55, Greg 659); I 
suppose a little iota must stand for family 13, but he does not mention 
the Mss by name nor do we know definitely whether the whole group 
of twelve Mss: 


13-69-124-174-230-346-543-788-826-837-983-Serres 
Ser. 556 
has the B reading. 

Scholz and Tisch after fam 13 had said “ ald,” but von Soden’s list 
does not bear this out, his witnesses being mss unknown to Scholz and 
Tischendorf. Tischendorf neglected to mention the other witnesses 
represented by “αἰ. They seem to be confined to the Lectionary class 
and are f of Matthaei (Hust 49) H**' (Hust 150) y*" (Hust 259). It would 
have been better for von Soden to mention these additional witnesses, as 
his choice of reading needs defence. It presupposes, like Hort’s, that »r@ov 
Ta πετεινὰ grew out of a basic ἔλθοντα πετεινα, but then B has ελθοντα 
τα πετεινα, and how account for the suppression of καὶ seq.? If B and 
the others read ελθοντα πετεινὰ there would be some force in thinking 
that the other readings had sprung from this, but does not eA@ovta ta 
πετεινὰ merely indicate misreading or revision. 

Where are NL and D and W and Z? Opposed to B. Where does 
Origen stand? Opposed to B. [This von Soden’s notes do not indicate, 
as he merely repcrts K (Kovvm) for the regular reading.] Where are 33 
and 892? Opposed to B. And so are all the rest of the mss, and the 
versions. I mention this to show that B is still regarded too highly in 
Germany as a basic or neutral text, and von Soden’s text probably per- 
petuates an error of B and of his small following. 

There is no trace of this in any of the Latins, and e k, both extant 
here, support the usual Greek text against B. 

—xat is however found in sah and boh 1/2 after the coptic manner. 
‘‘Came the birds (of Heaven), they ate them.”’ 

Is this the secret? The other versions do not omit και. Must we 
trace this matter also to coptic influence on B? Very possibly; and B’s 
forerunner, not liking ηλθον.. «κατεφαγον without copula in Greek, 
although the coptic admits of it, changed the first Greek aorist to the 
participle. 

I claim that the versions have been unduly magnified sometimes to 
support a Greek reading, but a!so, as in the present case, unduly relegated 
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to the background when their joint testimony is of considerable value. 
If von Soden had properly grouped his evidence, and instead of saying : 

i gegen "ete, 
he had said 

Kk, Ie, rell et latt syr verss et Patres gegen H* etc. 
we would have seen the real evidence. 

Had he intimated that sah and part of boh omitted the copula και, 
while holding ηλθον, we should also have got a glimmer of the probable 
reason for the B reading, but he is silent on this point. 

This is not intended to be unfriendly criticism of von Boden: but 
only meant to indicate the lines along which we must work for a true: 
grasp of the problems involved before printing new texts. After going 
through von Soden’s apparatus to supplement my own, I have however 
come to very serious and disparaging conclusions as to his work in 
general. Huis notes are exceedingly inaccurate, his text is not founded 
upon any consistent method of using evidence, and I regret to say that 
he has repeatedly invented Scripture in his text without manuscript or 
Patristic authority. The proof to this effect shall be submitted separately, 
but some of it will be found noticed in scattered places in these volumes. 


As to the ἹΚοινή. 


There remains one argument to be dealt with, and that concerns 
the possibility of someone saying that, after all, the variations in B are 
few in number and probably less than in most mss. That is hardly so. 
If the reader wants a tenth-century example of a ms true to the Church 
type let him examine Matthaei’s k, a most beautiful and neat Ms, one 
of our very early cursives, and in this Ms will be found a true exponent 
of the Kowy. Had Erasmus used this, no fault could have been found, 
and yet but little difference is to be found between k and the textus 
receptus, while B and his group differ infinitely more among themselves 
at a period much more remote. 

The Kow7 probably preserves ‘‘ the true text’’ at Luke xxii. 8: 

nv yap θελων εἕ ικανου (-- χρονου) ev avtov ... Or, aS reported by 
W [teste Lake] 241 Evst 48 49 54 63" 2°* HY": ἣν yap εξ txavov 
(—xpovov) θέλων ιδειν autor... 

This is a peculiar construction, but, being the more difficult or 
idiomatic without xpovov, is probably to be preferred. 

Soden here abandons the chief uncials, which have εξ txavwv χρονων, 
and prints εξ cxavov θέλων without giving any authority for the K (Kow7) 
which he quotes, for the A has Σ» θέλων εξ cxavov. 

It so happens however that not only W [teste Lake contra Soden] 
agrees with Soden’s text of εξ cxavov θέλων, with six lectionaries, but 
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that 241 (Matthaei’s k), the very MS under consideration above, does 
this also. I wonder if Soden has stumbled on the “true text” here as 
confirmed by 241. For notice that the genius of all the versions 
requires the expression of ypovov. Hence the versions very likely 
reflected on our earliest Greek Mss as seen already so often elsewhere, 
and led to the addition of χρονου, or substitution of ἐκανων χρονων, while 
the maligned textus receptus may hold the base here, and Soden and 
241 preserve the true order! It is more than curious, for Soden appears 
to do so quite innocently, and ignorantly of the true evidence as to the 
Kow». 

Winer has a brief reference to the passage on p. 459 (English edition, 
1882), but Moulton in his translator’s note 3, while saying “ In Luke xxii. ὃ 
quoted above in the text, εξ ἐκανων χρονων is no doubt the true reading” 
goes quite beyond his province, and is merely bowing to the authority 
of the company of NBD(L)T etc., whereas there is no such certainty 
about ‘‘ the true text’ here, and the indications seem to me to point the 
other way, and ypovov more likely to have crept in than to have slipped 
out or to have been suppressed in an “‘ Antioch”’ revision. 

As this brings up again Twrner’s ex parte obiter dictum of the oldest 
MSs against the later ones (‘‘which issue will never have to be tried 
again”’) 1 make free to go into the case as to txavos a little more fully 
than Winer or Moulton (Blass is silent), for it is a very pretty test 
passage indeed. 

Now that we have seen that the “‘ oldest’ Mss were affected already 
by the versions or by the Greek text underlying the versions (whichever 
way the critics prefer to have it put), we can the more readily see the 
bearing of the present case as to the untrustworthiness of the ‘‘ oldest” 
Greek Mss in just such a case, and realize perhaps that, although 
mutually supporting each other, NBD(L)T 157 ¢ d sah - ΤΊ Sod 892 
Paris®’ Laura4!! are wrong, and that the Kowy and 241 are right at 
Luke xxiii. 8. 

The justification for this view is to be found in the classical example 
at Acts xx. 11 where the writer (doubtless St. Luke) in telling of St. Paul’s 
long preaching at Troas, after the revival of Eutychus, says: 

““avaBas δε kat KNacas τον apTov Kat γευσαμενος, Ep LKaVOV TE ομίλησας 
αχρι avyns outws εξηλθεν.᾽᾽ 

Here “‘ until break of day” qualifies ed cxavov sufficiently to give it 
its true Lucan meaning. 

This ef ἐκανον then at Acts xx. 11 (not noted by Winer) is the 
complement of εξ ἐκανου in Luke xxiii. 8. 

_ Besides, if we look further, we find that cxavos is used by the writer 
of the third Gospel and of the Acts no less than 25 times, whereas it is 
found elsewhere only six times in St. Paul’s Epistles and three times in 
St. Matthew and St. Mark. 
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That St. Luke used txavov without xpovov in xxiii. 8 is probable, 
because he so thoroughly understood the technical value of the word in 
Greek. Thus at Acts xxii. 6 besides using φως cxavov of the “ great” 
light (an ‘eafolding’ light, see Acts ix. 8) at St. Paul’s conversion, at 
Acts xx. 387 txavos δὲ eyeveto κλαυθμος παντων “ But they all set up a 
great weeping,” at Luke xxiii. 9 (in close proximity to the passage under 
review) ernpwta δὲ avtov ev λογοῖς ἱκανοῖς ‘ But he questioned him in 
many words’”’ (a sufficiency of words), we find in Acts xvii. 9 of the 
taking of bond or security from Jason : 

“και λαβοντες To tKavov,” sinply, 
which is the correct technical term (not referred to by Winer or Blass). 
Therefore when we read at: 
‘Acts xii. 12 ov ησαν txavor συνηθροισμενοι και προσευχομενοι 
or ,, xix. 19 txavor de... Tas βιβλους κατεκαιον EvwTLOV παντων 
we understand that many were gathered together, and that many burned 
their magical books, and not only that certain did so. 

So again at Luke xxii. 38, of the two swords before the betrayal, 
our Lord’s comment is reported thus by St. Luke: “‘o δὲ evrev avtous 
txavov eotw.” That is to say not only ‘they are sufficient” but ‘it 
is plenty.” (Cf. 2 Cor. il. 6 txavoy τω τοιουτω ἢ επιτιμια αὐτὴ). Re- 
turning to Luke xxui. 8/9 observe that we meet with the use of txavos 
alone in both verses to signify “‘ much” or ‘‘ many”’: 

dey αὕτον A, SES TS aie ea ee ees eee 
Xxlll. 9. ernpwra δὲ avtov ev λογοις ἱκανοῖς ᾿ autos δὲ οὐδὲν απεκρινᾶτο 
αὐτω. Ee 

The genius of the versions then permits of the translation of cxavors 
in verse 9 by ‘“‘many,” but requires in verse 8 the addition of ‘‘ time” 
to cxavov. The versions then can only be used to trace the matter in a 
subsidiary sense. 

To εξ ἐκανου HMX 1 IT minn*" and W add ypovov as most Latins, 
the Syriacs, Aeth and Boh. 

While εξ ἐκανων xpovwy is substituted by NBDTT' Sod” 157 892 
Paris*’ Laura’? and ὁ d of the Latins: “ὦ (or de) multis temporibus.” 
Thus also the armenian apparently, and the sahidic ΟΥ̓ BENNOG— 
Nowoety (against boh icxen Oveserey MoCponoc). And ARTAA 
une rell’ most Greek cursives have with the textus receptus θέλων εἕ 
txavov, While Soden’s text prints e€ txavov θέλων. He recognised then that 
χρονοῦυ or ypovwy had probably come in from the outside, but in adopting 
this order I hardly think that he recognised that it is supported by V 
[teste Lake contra Soden] and by 241 Hust 48 49 54 63°" and χ ΗΠ“ 

I have not mentioned L. That ms, while having εξ txavwv χρονων, 
drops the θελων, which is necessary here, and affords a slight clue that 


1 X has the order: εξ ixavov χρονου θελων. 
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there may have been a mark set in text or margin for redeletion of ypovwv 
which mark was misunderstood. Some difficulty also confronted the Latin 
Ms a, for it omits altogether, having only: erat enim cupiens videre lum. 
That the four great cursives 157 892 Paris®’ Laura4!* go with 
NBD(L)TT! Sod, and that Τὶ supports T, and Sod°* supports D, with 
the adhesion of the sahidic, shows that this is a fixed reading early. Yet 
it is absolutely circumscribed as to cursives by the consent only of the 
four named as far as I know. 

The rest of the documents evidently lacked ypovov or χρονων, for of 
the uncials which add ypovov, viz. HMXIIW, most have strong Latin 
affiliations, certainly X and W, and the forty or fifty cursives which add 
are a mixed lot and some add only in the margin. 

It is therefore an equally fixed tradition outside of these—that is to 
say with the remaining eleven uncials headed by A and with the great 
majority of cursives—that ypovov was not in the original text. 

It is just here that V | teste Lake| and that remarkable exponent of 
the Kowy, viz. 241 (Matthaei’s beautiful tenth-century cursive k), with 
six lectionaries as named above, give Soden’s order of εξ ἐκανου θελων 
(without ypovov). 

The textus receptus then positively denies ypovov a place. This, 
according to Tischendorf, Hort and Moulton etc., simply shows that the 
textus receptus was ‘“‘revised.” But was it? 

Have we not clearly indicated by the undesigned coincidences cited 
from elsewhere in Luke and Acts that ἐκανου without ypovov would be 
eminently Lucan, that the revisers of Antioch (if there were any) would 
not be any more “‘classical”’ than Luke himself, but that more probably 
Alexandria (to prevent any ambiguity) not merely added xpovov, but 
changed εξ txavov to εξ txavwy χρονων, and that this was done at so 
early a date as to mislead Moulton and other followers of Tischendorf 
and Hort into thinking that it is “the true text.” It would certainly 
have been passing strange for ‘“‘ Antioch”’ to change the plural εἕ ἐκανων 
χρονων to the singular e€ cxavov without ypovov. 

At the end of our journey we can now afford to call attention to 
such a passage. No matter whether a consensus of NB(L)TT'D Sod” 
157 892 Paris®’ Laura4? (Sod**7’) read one way, their reading is 
improbable as an original one. Merz is silent on this passage, but 
Soden, notwithstanding additional testimony of T' Sod°® 892 Paris® 
Laura“ 19: (Sod>*"), all unknown to Tischendorf and Hort, is content to 
oppose NB(L)DT 157 and these added authorities, and not only content 
to oppose them, but, unconsciously apparently, gives us the reading and 
order of 241 :— 


nv yap εἕ txavov θέλων ιδειν avToy... 


and vindicates the Kowy as reported by its best representative (as I claim 
it to be) the ms 241. This Ms it will be observed gives the order of NBT 
without the addition. 
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The reading of 241 and the Kow7 needs no defence, whereas the 
‘“‘ Egyptian” reading has to be explained. I stand once more on the 
‘“‘harder”’ or ‘‘ simpler” reading which I believe to be Lucan. 

[In my review of Soden in 9.1.5. April 1914 I have criticised Soden, 
not for adopting the reading of 241, but for failing to see that he had 
done so. | 


MERX, RAMSAY, AND SODEN. 


Adalbert Merz, daring but thoroughly competent scholar,t has arrived 
at the same conclusions that I have through an entirely independent 
channel of thought. His ‘Die vier kanonischen Evangelien’ (3 vols.) 
should be read by everybody who professes to understand these studies. 
This is a thorough digest of the Sinaitic Syriac with its bearing on a 
foundation text. His conclusions, expressed in no uncertain terms, are 
that δὲ and B are thoroughly unreliable witnesses as exponents of a 
neutral and pre-syrian text. 

There are flaws in syr sin, and in many passages we are still seeking 
for more light, but Merz has placed the study upon a higher and a 
simpler plane, and I could wish that von Soden had shown a willingness 
to sit at Merz’ feet rather than air his own exceedingly questionable 
eclecticism. Soden opposes Merx at Luke xu. 14, Mark xvi. 4, where he 
certainly should have bowed to his countryman’s greater skill. 

For assistance in controlling syr sin we turn to the Latin witnesses 
and more particularly to the Codex Bezae. I have considered its text, 
in something like its present form, to be older than a.p. 200. Sir William 
Ramsay, attacking the problem from yet quite another standpoint, has 
arrived at the conclusion, from his studies in Asia Minor, that as regards 
the Acts we cannot date the corrector of D d later than approximately 
A.D. 150-160, and that the foundation text is much older. 

I recognise one or two very early correctors in the Codex Bezae, 
acquainted with Syriac, which of course complicates the problem of the 
ultimate base, but Bezae, being free from extraneous text influences, has 
a large value when used in connection with the Syriac documents. 
Occasionally we find the persian, with or without the armenian, suggesting 
the lost syriac base, not present even in syr sin or syr cu. This has still 
to receive scientific treatment. 

When we reach von Soden, instead of finding an advance on Merz 
and Ramsay’s studies, we find a different state of things altogether. We 
find that Soden is in another class as an investigator and a student, and 


+ His mind worked with great rapidity. Thus he hardly ever italicises or places 
within inverted commas the frequent Latin or English or French quotations which occur 
to him as he writes. He quotes, for instance, ‘‘ Facts are stubborn things,” or ‘‘ Be bold, 
be not too bold,” in the middle of a German sentence without any indication that these 
are quotations and in another language. 
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that his vision is circumscribed and Alexandrian. His text is a real 
mixture and quite unscientific. He is incapable of arguing on the lines 
of Merz, and apparently too much of a schoolman to see with Ramsay's 
sharp and clear vision. The truth is that some half-informed people of 
an Alexandrian turn of mind, who have never made a study of the 
idiosyncrasies of documents (except at second-hand), have stampeded the 
Professors into a belief that the wltimwm verbum in textual criticism has 
been said,t and that the wltima ratio has been reached. Soden suggests an 
Alexandrian redivivus such as Hort was. Soden’s text is so thoroughly 
Alexandrian that it falls into line with Hort, irrespective of Ms evidence. 
Among other things, it favours the imperfect over the aorist, just as the 
Alexandrians did, and favours the historic present on countless occasions, 
see Matt. xv. 12 etc. ete. As to the imperfect, observe Matt. ix. 9, 
ηκολουθει (pro ἠκολουθησεν) Soden following H5? 1016 735 286 qbe 1266 1955 N45 
Yet two verses below, at ix. 11, Sod‘ refuses ελεγον (pro εἰπον)ὴ against 
a larger combination, VIZ. “cc all He 76 (A) 139 600 94 n?* 167 fb 1266 pb 1043 1353 1416 
1445 541 ἐξ vg,” including this time not only the Latins, but the very Mss 
followed above, which I have underlined, and the second combination 
includes BCL Cyril actually missing from the first, where only δὲ of the 
H family is present. (In the second combination Soden should have 
said “eac. d k” after “2 vg.’’) 

Could anything be less scientific ? 

So, also, as to the partitive genitive. Observe several places, and 
note Luke 11. 37, οὐκ αφιστατο του vepov, Soden with Hort, and the small 
croup BF*L=W 181 604 Paris’, to which add of Soden’s codices only 
Sod"'*?, against everything else for azo tov tepov (except D* του vaov). 
Even δὲ has ex tov tepov. If δὲ found the preposition absent from his 
copy, as 1s probable from his adopting ex and not azo, he undoubtedly 
referred to Latin or Coptic or Syriac, and added the ex from those 
sources. If he had consulted other Greek copies he would have added 
απο. This is a pretty place as to my contention as to δὲ and polyglot 
influences. Hort at any rate had the merit of simplifying matters 
by elevating Codex B to the dignity of an all-powerful arbitrator in 
any complicated passages. Von Soden’s text, while evidently enjoying 
certain solecisms of B or NB, is so eclectic that its methods are not easy 
to follow and in certain cases scriptural terms have been invented by 
conflation or mixture of various attested readings. The text is of no 
use to the real student. 

As between Hort and von Sodent there is no doubt that Hort chooses 


+ Thus Dr. Moffatt in his English translation of the N.T. adopts Soden’s text as a base. 


1 As these last pages came to me for revision, I received the news of Hermann 
von Soden’s sudden and untoward end. I regret that there has been so much to 


criticise as to his work. I wish I could have seen any way to modify it. 
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the short-cut to ‘‘ get there” by electing to adopt B readings in cases of 
doubt. It is not the royal road; in fact it is the disloyal road, when we 
consider how many other witnesses he has to put aside. But it has a 
singular fascination for scholars. It is ingenious and ingenuous, but it 
will never solve our problems. 

Thus, in a variety of three or more readings or orders, Hort almost 
invariably fell back upon B, even when quite alone, so that we know 
what to expect. It is otherwise with von Soden’s text. One does not 
know what to expect, and it ends frequently by getting muddled and not 
following any document. 

Soden’s notes, by whomsoever put together, without any exaggeration, 
are full of every misdemeanour known to textual criticism. Even Evst 28 
is confused with Evan 28 (John 1x. 27). I knew this must happen when 
people rushed in apparently armed cap-a-pie for the fray, but forgot the 
stringent rules of preparation which govern such bouts in whatever 
connection undertaken. 

I do not laud Merz because he agrees with me or I with him. But 
Merx reminds one of ἃ mettlesome and blooded horse well and appro- 
priately girded for the tourney, whereas Soden’s charger is ill accoutred, 
with his harness indifferently patched, and in danger of its breaking and 
coming apart, before his rider has crossed a lance. 


MERX, VOGELS, AND BURKITT. 


Vogels has done, and is doing, good work, but seems to harp too 
much on a consanguinity (not necessarily of origin) between D*", some 
latins, and syr cw (sin). 

In the Syriac-Greek text, thus brought into clear light again by him, 
we have to differentiate between three things :— 

1. Glosses, or additions to the narrative. 
2. Harmonistic matters, which he traces entirely to Tatian. 
3. The real base. 

Vogels drives this second horse very hard, and may kill him. 

I would liken this matter to a unicorn team of horses, which, as I 
know by personal experience, is the most difficult of all combinations to 
drive ; and we can, for convenience, label the horses or their postilions 
Burkitt, Vogels, and Merz. Thus: 


the so-called Western text as a whole. This lead-horse has a very tender 
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and sensitive mouth, is difficult to drive, and rushes his corners. As in 
every spike-team, one or both of the wheelers (owing to the close coupling 
of the lead-bar to the crab of the pole, in the case of a single leader) 
will frequently follow the leader too quickly when the lead-reins are even 
slightly touched or looped to make a turn. The near-wheeler with his 
postilion Vogels is apt to do this. 

Fortunately Merz, the postilion of the off-wheeler, is steady-going 
and experienced, and on him we depend to arrive safely at our destination. 
He refuses to be stampeded on the one hand by the baulking, or on the 
other hand by over-anxiety on the part of the leader, and tries to quiet 
the anxious demeanour of his wheel-mate, who wants to pull the whole 
coach himself. 

Τὴ other words, apologizing for my mixed metaphor, there has been 
great confusion between glosses, harmonies, and base in the Graeco-Syriac- 
Latin unicorn coach. But the three things are absolutely distinct, for : 

(3) The Graeco-Syriac text is often the shortest, irrespective of 
synoptic accounts—hence very likely basic. Merz has done good work in 
his running commentary on sy sin, and must not be denied the proper 
hearing as to this and other cognate matters. 

(2) The harmonies visible which Vogels insists upon are certainly 
present in the Graeco-Syriac text, or in that part of it represented by D d 
and syr cu diatess, but we must not look at this alone. Behind these 
diatessaric harmonies rests a most ancient base. 

(1) The glosses of one or another or of a group of these ‘‘ Western”’ 
documents represent frills and clothing assumed much later than either 
(9) or (2), and are to be kept absolutely distinct and not confused with 
harmonies or base. 


The Version Tradition. 


Reduced to its simplest terms the question of the ‘‘ Version tradition ”’ 
seems to resolve itself into these propositions. 

A heavy Syriac influence is visible acting on the Latins (even 
extending in places to Tertullian), but much more lightly on the 
Greek mss. It can also be seen extending to the Coptic versions. 

A heavy Coptic influence is observed acting on some of our Latin 
Mss (e ff l) with nearly as strong a hand. 

A Latin reaction of the earliest is visible on all the Greek mss, and 
can also be traced to some extent in the Coptic and Aethiopic versions. 


1 eg. Readings: Luke xx. 5 Er quare, inquit Christus, non credidistis ei. 
Ter **, This +Htis Syriac. Luke xii. 53 dividetur Tert™™” with r and syr against 
the Latins dividentur and Gk NBDTLU διαμερισθησονται. 

Renderings: John v. 89 ‘“Scripturas in quibus salutem ΒΡΕΒΑΤΙΒ Tept{Praescr.8 
= Burkitt’s translation of syr cw (hiat sin), although of course the Syriac wea is 
‘anceps’ or hydra-headed, but Tert’s speratis is against the Greek δοκειτε and against 
all the Latins putatis (a = existimatis as Gwilliam’s translation of syr?*" which he 
changed from Schaaf’s “ putatis’’). 
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Vogels and others would attribute the Syriac element in the Latins 
solely to the influence of Tatian’s diatessaron. Historically speaking 
there is this much foundation for the opinion in that Victor of Capua 
seems to have found a Latin version of the diatessaron, and so far no 
traces remain of a Greek Ms of the diatessaron. But there are objections 
to this view, for the diatessaron does not seem by any means the only 
responsible factor in the matter of Syriac influence on Latin, and it 
seems more probable that Tatian’s foundation text, upon which he 
formed his Syriac diatessaron (if it was originally in Syriac), was a 
bilingual or polyglot embracing Gr-Syr- ὦ Lat, which was current in 
Rome A.D. 150.T 

It is rather to the credit of the Latin versions that they bear traces 
of Syriac influence, for it shows that the second-century scholars referred 
to a Syriac version for elucidation of Aramaic points when in doubt as 
to correct Greek or Latin rendering of the phraseology of and of the 
points connected with a story whose background was essentially and 
inseparably Semitic. The story having been given to the world in a 
Greek form and dress, the Greeks themselves were no doubt content to 
hold to the Greek text, as do more modern scholars, but the Latin and 
Graeco-Latin mss exhibit a different attitude. Hence the ‘ Western ’ 
text links up with the ‘ Eastern’ or Syriac, and the Greek text goes over 
to Alexandria and Greek Egypt to be remodelled. 

In the earliest times the written Gospel was not planned. St. Peter, 
when he heard of Mark’s work (we are told), ‘neither approved nor 
disapproved of it.” In St. Peter’s lifetime then he had not foreseen the 
need for it. The preaching of his eye-witness seemed sufficient for the 
times; but that was in the early stages of the ministry, and the people 
were soon clamouring for the records in written form, and we may be 
sure (although history vouchsafes nothing on the point) that in that 
misty period of the apostolic-sub-apostolic age, between A.D. 60 and 120, 
men were comparing the records,t people of different languages were 


+ This is not the place where I can discuss the ‘‘ earliest stratum of the Latin text.” 
A key passage like John viii. 55 καὶ eav εἰπω ore οὐκ oda avTov, ἐσομαι opotos ὑυμων ψευστης 
yields however this amount of information, that Tertullian?™x2 has it thus: “Εἰ st 
dicam non novi, ero similis vESTRI mendax,”’ whereas all other Latins have vobis with 
vuw of ABDW and a few minuscules (limited to 1 52 188 157 254 2.5) to which add 
Sod” (test. Beermann et Gregory). This may or may not signify that all the other 
Latins post-date Tertullian, but it reveals Tertullian’s Latin version (for I cannot 
consider that he made the translation himself) in accord with the majority of Greek 
evidence. ...‘*Since, moreover, you are close to Italy you have Rome, from which 
there comes even into our own hands the very authority” (of these ‘‘ authentic writings,” 
see above) TertPraeser. 36. 

1 Cf. all of Tertullian’s forty-four chapters in his ‘‘ Prescription against Heretics,” 
and note (iv) ““ adulteri evangelizatores,” (vii) ‘‘ whence spring those ‘fables and endless 
genealogies’ and ‘unprofitable questions’ and ‘words which spread like a cancer’... 
Away with all attempts to produce a mottled Christianity of Stoic, Platonic, and 
dialectic composition...’’ See also ch. viii. and all the following. 


laches, of a tendency to ‘improve,’ 


EPILOGUE. THE VERSION TRADITION. THE VERDICT. 465 


insisting upon being fed by the Word in their own speech, capable 
translators were at work, and scholars were immediately engaged in 
comparing these versions. 

We are apt to think, in our pride of twentieth-century scholarship 
and achievements, that things are different now to what they were then. 
My mind, however, conceives of just the same criticism in vogue then 
as now (large traces of which have come down to us in the sketches and 
remnants of the diverse heresies of the second and third centuries, into 
which Tertullian enters fully) and doubtless the criticism of the written 
Word was keen and the comparison of the versions extensive. Hence 
also, from the marginal annotations of the disputing factors of the early 
second century, have descended to us many various readings which had 
their origin in that early age and not in any other. 


The Verdict asked. 


We have now completed the arraignment of Codex B in the Gospels, 
referring to a similar condition of the B text elsewhere, and have 
presented the facts upon which the jury should base their verdict. My 
arguments have been cumulative rather than exhaustively elaborate. I 
could have elaborated and gone into much greater detail as to many 
matters simply mentioned or only sketched. I have preferred to write 
for those who can appreciate a cumulative argument, which I hope I 
have at least outlined to their satisfaction. The verdict asked is whether 
B represents a ‘“‘ neutral” text or not. The claims put forward by us 
are that B does not exhibit a “‘neutral”’ text, but is found to be tinged, 
as are most other documents, with Coptic, Latin and Syriac colours, 
and its testimony therefore is not of the paramount importance pre- 


_ supposed and claimed by Hort and by his followers. That B is guilty of 


3 9 


and of ‘“sunstroke’’ amounting 


to doctrinal bias. That the maligned textus receptus served in large 


_ measure as the base which B tampered with and changed, and that the 


_ Church at large recognised all this until the year 1881—when Hortism (in 


other words Alexandrianism) was allowed free play—and has not since 
retraced the path to sound traditions. 

In addressing the jury for the last time, I would remind them of 
the salient features in this investigation, and ask them to bring to bear 
upon the situation their good common sense. 

Von Soden has divided the Greek mss into certain families : 

H family (headed by B, but including NCLWZ, AY, and the 
minuscules 33 892 Paris” and Sod**"), 

15 family (headed by D and including W (in Mark) οι δ 28 372 2° 
604 and Sod**" 155), 

the fam 1 (Sod I”, subdivisions ἢ ἢ), 
the fam 13 (Sod 1", subdivisions * °°). 
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A large family I*, subdivisions *”°* (headed by 3 and including M, the 
important cursive 71 anil over twenty others). 

Family [* **"*” headed by the important minuscule 348. 

a I° headed by U and 213 and including Laura‘! and Soden’s 
critical codices °°! 1, 

» 1” covering the four purple uncials N=® and 71. 

ie I? headed by 157 and including four others. 

Hs I***° headed by the Codex Alexandrinus with ΚΠ and a 
dozen cursives including the important 270 (Sod**') and 
280 (Sod***). 

᾿ 1: covering A and four cursives. 

5 I* covering ['3, a very critical family, including c'™ Sod'® 7 
Sod" Sod“* and eighteen others. 

The commentary families A (= XX), K” (of several mss), Ο (of at 
least five members), N (of at least five members). 

Also fam K' headed by © with V and five cursives. 

Also fam K' composed of the uncials EFGH. 

I am sorry to bother the jury to carry so much in their heads, but 
cards can be obtained by them with this information printed in detail, 
which they can hold in their hands and consult while considering the 
following very simple questions : 

When διασαφησον (pro φρασον) Matt. xiii. 36 
and διερχομαι (pro ερχομαι) Jno. iv. 15 
were found in NB, the readings commended themselves to Tischendorf, 
Hort, and von Soden 1 as being excellent, neutral and basic. 

These expressions convey an anvpler and fuller sense as to ee) 
the parable of the tares in the wheat, and as to the woman’s repeated 
toil || in coming to the well. Origen used both these expressions. 

According to the critics, when Lucian engaged in an “ Antioch” 
revision of the text, he came across these words and thought they were 
too explanatory, so he substituted ¢pacov and epyouat. In other words 
he abandoned the better for the worse (or simpler) expressions. 

Now turn to the card and observe that Lucian and the poor textus 
receptus are not alone involved in this absurdity, but all the rest. 

Of the H family all other members oppose. 

Of the J families all oppose except Sod? *™ # which have διασαφησον 
in Matthew, but these also have epyouas in John and not διερχομαι. 

We have therefore to assume, if διασαφησον and διερχομαι are basic, 
that all the stupid scribes who copied the rest of the fam H mss, all the 
originators or scribes of μὰ recensions 1°, 1} 1 (1%, 18. ΤΟ i? ΤΟ ΤΕ ΝΣ 
2, 1 faa, fam’, fam, Κ', K', when they came to these places made 


+ This really belongs with Sod" in family 10. 

1 Soden adopts the first but not the second. 

|| So the twenty scholars who made the ‘ Twentieth Century New Testament’ from 
Hort's text translate ‘‘ nor have to come all the way here to draw water.” 
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identically the same ridiculous alterations and reduced the good, expressive, 
and ample ‘‘ explain” and ‘‘ come repeatedly” back to the simple ‘‘ teli””’ 
and ‘‘come.’’ No trace remains, it may be remarked incidentally, of any 
half-way-house interpretations. 

It seems unnecessary to call your attention again to other cognate 
matters. The plain fact will appeal to you and enable you to render 
a proper judgment on the other issues when you have reconsidered 
these two simple matters, and recovered critical judgment, which Origen 
abused, for he doubtless was responsible for διασαφησον and διερχομαι 
which impressed Hort as being ingenuous, forcible, and basic, instead of 
being disingenuous, and merely of an ‘ improving’ tendency. 

You will therefore absolve Lucian of the crime of bad revision of 
the neutral text in these and in other places, and render a verdict that 
‘“‘ Antioch” holds the true base in many places, where a few ill-advised 
but well-meaning Alexandrian “scholars” tried their hands, all too 
successfully, at this same task of revision, which has appealed to modern 
Alexandrian redivivis with such strange persistency. 

For you must render a verdict on my appeal to a Court superior to 
that of the Revisers of 1881, as they are found both to enjoy and to 
have perpetuated in the Revised Text διασαφησον and διερχομαι. 

In rendering your verdict it would be interesting to have your views 
upon the character of Hort’s foundations, theories, and critical principles. 
They are deeply involved in a consideration of these two substitutions. 
For instance, Soden refuses dvepyouar, but falls into line for διασαφησον 
and other kindred alterations upon identically the same authority. The 
Revisers and Soden refuse ἦρεν (for αἴρει) in Jno. x. 18, which Hort had 
adopted upon the joint testimony of Nand B. Where is then the solid 
foundation of Hort’s system? What becomes of the theory that 
B pre-eminently holds the ‘“‘ neutral ”’ base as against others ὃ 

Again, if δὲ and B went apart ‘‘ close to the autographs,” how much 
closer to the autographs must some of our cursives have gone apart, for 
they retain in places an apostolic and sub-apostolic base when they 
agree with Clement of Rome, Ignatius, Justin, or the Old Syriac against 
NBD and the rest of the H or 1" families. 

Lastly, as regards what influenced NB to engage in certain revision, 
we must consider Version influence upon them. If this is seen and 
recognised, the ‘‘ neutral’ foundation falls away, the props are withdrawn, 
and the theories as to this foundation melt into air. 

Leaving aside the possible version influence upon them of what they 
saw opposite ¢pacov to influence them to substitute διασαφησον as an 
amendment, you have only to turn the pages of my brief to be convinced 
that concurrent version influence is visible all along the line upon δὲ and B. 

What of καναναιος (pro κανανιτης) Matt. x. 4 by BCDL (cf. lat); of 
vafapnvov (pro vafwpatov) Luke xxiv. 19 (cf. lat); of Evye (pro Ev) 
Luke xix. 17 (¢f. lat); what of acres (pro ζητει) Matt: xvi. 4 by B? 

2H 2 
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What of the syriac μαριαμ (for μαρια) found in B ? 

What of Luke xvi. ὃ σκάπτειν οὐκ ἰσχυω Kal επαίτειν αἰσχυνομαι 
found in B only of Greeks but with syrr sah boh and aeth ? 

What of the Coptic sympathy at: 

Mark xiv. 18 των εσθιοντων 

Ἢ xill. 82 ἄγγελος 
Luke x1. 836 +e (ante τη ἀστραπὴ) 
»5 Xx. 50 ayados δικαιος (— Kat) 

Consult also in places pure syriac, coptic, or latin order adopted 
eclectically as the mood seized B or its parent. 

As to δὲ you will find in the appendix to my brief (Part II.) ample 
matter for reflection. The instances are too numerous to be mentioned 
here. 

The Version influence affects δὲ and B in different places. 

Perhaps you have not given sufficient attention yet to this feature. 

Observe then the same character of influence on the text of C or W, 
L or V, 1 or 18, 4 or 7, 21 or 22, 28 or 157, 33 or 218, 348 or 604, 892 or 
Paris®’, c*™ or Sod**", Sod* or Sod**, all in differing places, and you 
will open your eyes, and by your verdict the eyes of the Professors 
and of the Public, to a state of things unrecognised hitherto, and 
which must be considered in dealing with the basic text. I leave the 
matter confidently in your hands, relying on your sound common sense. 


B quite alone with Coptic. 


Hortian ‘‘ heresy.” 


“Nisi quod humanae temeritatis, non divinae auctoritatis negotium est haeresis, 
quae sic semper emendat Evangelia, dum vitiat.— Tert™™. ἵν. 4. 


Upon the first page of this book I spoke of the ‘‘ Hortian heresy.” 
Upon this last page I would fain explain what it is that I accuse of being 
a heresy. 

The text printed by Westcott and Hort has been accepted as “ the 
true text,” and grammars, works on the synoptic problem, works on 
higher criticism, and others, have been grounded on this text. If the 
Hort text makes the evangelists appear inconsistent, then such and such 
an evangelist errs. Those who accept the W-H text are basing their 
accusations of untruth as to the Gospellists upon an Egyptian revision 
current 200 to 450 A.D. and abandoned between 500 to 1881, merely 
revived in our day and stamped as genuine. 

It is not as if we do not know what to expect from these Egyptian 
documents. We do know. I have open around me, as I write, the 
different authorities. When I am dealing with St. Mark’s Gospel I 
know perfectly well what to expect when I consult A. I know that A is 
going to fall into line with NB right through the Gospel, and I am 
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hardly ever disappointed. It is practically the same document. When 
I look at ΣΦῚ know that in the main they are against NB here. Τὶ goes 
with NB generally as elsewhere. OC, I know, will sometimes go with 
them and sometimes not. When I turn to V I am hardly ever mistaken. 
It runs almost invariably with NB. But when I look at W I never 
know what to expect. I know a will bear away from the other Latins 
and show positive Greek reaction. Of syr sin I am never sure, while ὦ 
nearly always helps me to good basic traditions. As to sah and boh they 
are not certain as allies of NB, so that in some cases one knows what to 
expect and in others one does not. 

The plain fact is that NBCLAY really represent but one document, 
and that one at variance with all others; but, as explained elsewhere, it 
is anything but a ‘‘ neutral”? document. 

I can almost hear the opposition saying ‘‘ Why here he admits the 
steady flow of a ‘neutral’ text.’ But it is not ‘“‘neutral’’; it is purely 
Egyptian. Every new document recovered from Egypt points the same 
way. The new fragments published by Amélineaw grouped under the 
letter T are proof positive. Let those who do not agree with me take 
the fragment T' and compare it with NB and Co. It falls into line as a 
regular adherent, yet in some of their sub-singular readings it refuses to 
follow, showing exactly where the sub-editing took place in δὲ or B. 

The “‘ Hortian heresy ” opened the way to endless other pseudo- 
scientific heresies. Thus Robinson Smith, dating from Iffley near Oxford, 
has written a paper for the October 1913 number of the ‘ American 
Journal of Theology’ concerning St. Luke’s dependence on Josephus. 
The case as to this is most unconvincingly stated, but on the last page 
he goes out of his way to fall foul of St. Luke in these gracious and 
conservative and helpful terms: 

“That is not Luke’s method of paraphrasing. On the contrary, he 
usually, or at least frequently, lowers, not heightens, effects; his sole 
aim apparently was to tell the story in his own words, and his sole 
method was to change his originals, result as it might... 1 think it 
can also be shown that the resemblances between passages of Luke and 
John are not, as has been held, corrections of Luke by John, but dilutions 
of John by Luke: that the order of the Gospels is therefore Mar, 
Matthew, John, Luke; and the dates I place, tentatively, at 60, 80, 95, 
and 100 a.p. But the present task of the higher critic is not to fix 
exactly the dates of the Gospels, but by the elimination of Luke to see 
exactly what they tell us... Luke has indeed much to answer for; 
indeed, it is an axiom of scholarship that when a historian is found 
wanting in reasonable accuracy he is not to be trusted at all. But it is 
an axiom of common sense that ‘we should not try to get more out of an 
experience than there is in it,’ and we should err grievously if we threw 
all of Luke’s writings overboard simply because, where we can watch him, 
he so often flees from the truth.” 
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Previously Smith had said :— 

“First, and in general, this: that precisely as Luke has been 
eliminated as historically worthless and untrustworthy in all of his 
palpable derivations from Mark, so must he be eliminated in all that he, 
and he alone, has in common with Matthew, such as the distorted and 
widely scattered sayings found in Luke of the Sermon on the Mount. 
About three-fourths or three-fifths of Luke is thus set aside as negligible uf 
not actually harmful, and our knowledge of Christ becomes at once more 
definite, if also to some extent more circumscribed.” 

The author of this tirade [another Marvcion come to judgment] has 
the effrontery to close his article, after accepting in toto the parables of 
the Prodigal Son and the Good Samaritan, with these words: 

‘And in thinking of his writings as a whole, we do well to remind 
ourselves that if we possessed only the Gospel according to St. Luke, 
every Christian knee would still bow.”’ 

And this is offset only ten lines above by the statement previously 
quoted: ‘‘ that when a historian is found wanting in reasonable accuracy 
he ts not to be trusted at all.” 

The accusations as to the detail of St. Luke’s misdemeanours [ outside 
of the ridiculous rehashed nonsense about Josephus] are to be found on 
the first page of the article, and resolve themselves chiefly into these 
trivial, not to say pitiful, selections. I quote the learned author: 

“Proceeding, then, with the other lines of evidence that point to 
Matthew's priority over Luke, we shall consider first such Markan 
phrases as were changed by Matthew, before they were again changed by 
Luke. (1) Mark 6: 3: ‘Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary?’ 
becomes Matthew 13: 55: ‘Is not this the carpenter’s son ? is not his 
mother called Mary?’ which in turn becomes Luke 4: 22: ‘Is not this 
Joseph’s son?’ (2) Mark 6:4: ‘A prophet is not without honour, but 
in his own country, and among his own kin, and in his own house’; 
which is shortened to Matthew 13: 57: ‘A prophet is not without 
honour, save in his own country, and in his own house’; which in turn is 
siortened to Luke 4: 24: ‘No prophet is accepted in his own country...’ 

What such shortening by Luke has to do with his accuracy as a 
historian I do not see. Besides which the longer phrase in Mark vi. 4 is 
not certain, textually speaking. 

As to St. Luke’s general reliability, we have a better witness than 
Robinson Smith, for St. Paul, the fellow-traveller of the beloved physician, 
not only seems to quote St. Luke’s words rather than St. Matthew’s 1 as 


{ See Knox in ‘Some loose Stones’ (p. 45) for a cogent and delightful bit of 
argument here as to the untenable character of the modern scholars’ whole hypothesis, 
which is shown to contain complete self-contradiction. 

t 1 Tim. v. 18 λέγει yap ἡ γραφή - βοῦν ἀλοῶντα οὐ φιμώσεις (= Deut. xxv. 4) 
και: ἄξιος ὁ ἐργάτης τοῦ μισθοῦ αὐτοῦ 
= Luke x. 7 ἄξιος yap ὁ ἐργάτης τοῦ μισθοῦ αὐτοῦ 
whereas Matthew x. 10 = ἄξιος γὰρ ὁ ἐργάτης τῆς τροφῆς αὐτοῦ. 
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Scripture, and has thus set his seal upon Luke (before 65 A.D.), but in his 
second epistle to the Corinthians (vii. 18) has these commendatory 
remarks : 


- - 


““συνεπέμψαμεν δὲ τὸν ἀδελφὸν pet αὐτοῦ οὗ ὁ ἔπαινος ἐν 

τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ διὰ πασῶν τῶν ἐκκλησιῶν, 
which have generally been taken to apply to St. Luke. 

And Tertullian™ ἵν. 6 says: Nam et Lucae digestum Paulo ad- 
scribere solent...Lucae autem quod est secundum nos. 


33 


It is easy enough to turn the tables on the hypercritics by pointing 
out that it may be St. Mark who “ flees from the truth’’ by amplification 
rather than St. Luke who “‘ distorts” Scripture by a shortening process. 


St. Luke writes in iv. 40 Avvovtos δὲ τοῦ ἡλίου 


St. Mark ,, ,, 1.32 Ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης ὅτε ἔδυ ὁ ἥλιος 

St. Luke v.15 διέρχετο δὲ μᾶλλον ὁ λόγος περὶ αὐτοῦ 

St. Mark 1.45 ‘O δὲ ἐξελθὼν ἤρξατο κηρύσσειν πόλλα καὶ διαφημίζειι' 
τὸν λόγον. 

St. Luke vl. 3 ὁπότε ἐπείνασεν αὐτὸς Kal of μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ 

St. Mark 1. 25 ὅτε χρείαν ἔσχεν Kal ἐπείνασεν αὐτὸς Kal οἱ μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ 

St. Luke ΧΙ. 18 εἰ δὲ καὶ ὁ σατανᾶς ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν διεμερίσθη πῶς σταθή- 


σεται ἣ βασιλεία αὐτοῦ ; 

St. Mark 11. 26 καὶ εἰ ὁ σατανᾶς ἀνέστη ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν ἐμερίσθη καὶ ov 
δύναται στῆναι ἀλλὰ τέλος ἔχει 

St. Luke viii. 6 καὶ ἕτερον κατέπεσεν ἐπὶ τὴν πέτραν 

St. Mark iv. 5 καὶ ἄλλο ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ τὸ πεπρῶδες ὅπου οὐκ εἶχεν γῆν 
πολλήν 


St. Luke vill. 8 καὶ φυὲν ἐποίησεν καρπὸν ἑκατονταπλασίονα 
St. Mark iv. 8 καὶ ἐδίδου καρπὸν ἀναβαίνοντα Kai αὐξανόμενον 


St. Luke vill. 24 καὶ ἐπαύσαντο καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη 


St. Mark iv. 399 καὶ ἐκόπασεν ὁ ἄνεμος καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλ» 

St. Luke vill. 89 ὑπόστρεφε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου 

St. Mark v.19 ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν cov πρὸς τοὺς σούς 

St. Luke ibid. καὶ διηγοῦ ὅσα σοι ἐποίησεν ὁ θεός 

St. Mark ibid. καὶ ἀπάγγειλον αὐτοῖς ὅσα ὁ κύριός σοι πεποίηκεν καὶ 


ἐλέησέν σε 


St. Luke τὴ]. 41 παρεκάλει αὐτὸν εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ 

St. Mark v.23 καὶ παρακαλεῖ (vel παρεκαλεῖ) αὐτὸν πολλὰ λέγων ὅτι 
τὸ θυγάτριόν μου ἐσχάτως ἔχει (καὶ θέλω) ἵνα 
» \ 5 lol \ lal > a A \ / 
ἐλθὼν ἐπιθῆῇς τὰς χεῖρας αὐτῇ ἵνα σωθῆ Kal ζήσῃ 

St. Luke vin. 47 ἰδοῦσα δὲ ἡ γυνὴ ὅτι οὐκ ἔλαθεν τρέμουσα ἦλθεν 


St. Mark v.33 ἡ δὲ γυνὴ φοβηθεῖσα Kai τρέμουσα εἰδυῖα ὃ γέγονεν 
αὐτῇ 
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St. Luke = vill. ὅ2 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν μὴ κλαίετε 


St. Mark v.39 καὶ εἰσελθὼν λέγει αὐτοῖς τί θορυβεῖσθε καὶ κλαίετε ; 
St. Luke Ix. 28 . . . εἰς τὸ ὄρος προσεύξασθαι 

St. Mark Ix. 1. . . εἰς ὄρος ὑψηλὸν κατ᾽ ἰδίαν μόνους 

St. Matt. xvii. 1 . . . εἰς ὄρος ὑψηλὸν κατ᾽ ἰδίαν 


St. Luke ΧΥΠ]. 28 ὁ δὲ ἀκούσας ταῦτα περίλυπος ἐγένετο 

- \ A fol 
St. Mark x. 22 ὁ δὲ στυγνάσας ἐπὶ τῷ λόγῳ ἀπῆλθεν λυπούμενος 
St. Luke xviii. 80 πολλαπλασίονα ἐν τῷ καίρῳ τούτῳ 


= e / r r 
St. Mark x. 80 ἑκατονταπλασίονα νῦν ἐν τῷ καίρῳ τούτῳ 


St. Luke xxi. 4 ἅπαντα τὸν βίον ὃν εἶχεν ἔβαλεν 
St. Mark = xii. 44 πάντα ὅσα εἶχεν ἔβαλεν ὅλον τὸν βίον αὐτῆς 


St. Luke = xxi. 80 ὅταν προβάλωσιν ἤδη 
St. Mark ΧΗ]. 28 ὅταν αὐτῆς ἤδη ὁ κλάδος ἁπαλὸς γένηται καὶ ἐκφύη τὰ 


φύλλα 
St. Luke ibid. γινώσκετε ὅτι ἤδη ἐγγὺς τὸ θέρος ἐστίν 
St. Mark ΧΗ]. 29 γινώσκετε ὅτι ἐγγύς ἐστιν ἐπὶ θύραις 
St. Luke xxi.12 . . . δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον 
St. Mark xiv.15 . . . δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον ἕτοιμον 
St. Luke xxii. 26 . . . Seu. twa Κυρην. ἐρχόμενον an’ ἀγροῦ 
St. Mark xv. 2] . . . παράγοντά τινα Σιμ. Κυρην. ἐρχόμενον an’ ἀγροῦ 
‘St. Luke xxii. 35 .. . ἄλλους ἔσωσεν, σωσάτω ἑαυτόν. .. 
St. Mark xv. 32 . . ἄλλους ἔσωσεν, ἑαυτὸν οὐ δύναται σῶσαι. . ἵνα 


7 Ν 
ἴδωμεν καὶ πιστεύσωμεν 

i oe , , ς a 

‘St. Matt. xxv. 42 ἄλλους ἔσωσεν, ἑαυτὸν ov δύναται σῶσαι. . Kal 
πιστεύσωμεν ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν 


St. Luke xxiv. 1 Τῇ δὲ μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων ὄρθρου βαθέως. .. 
St. Mark xvi.1,2 Καὶ διαγενομένου τοῦ σαββάτου . . καὶ λίαν πρωὶ τῇ 
μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων. .. 


We have been taught that the ‘‘ shorter’’ text is not only the more 
desirable but must represent basic conditions of Aoya or of “Ὁ. 

Why should St. Luke then “ flee the truth” here because he gives 
us the shorter accounts? Why should not St. Mark have amplified 
the accounts ? Why are we to be forced into acquiescence in the theory 
that Mark formed the basis for Matthew and Luke in these synoptic 
passages, if it was not the imaginary ‘“‘ Q”’? 

As to St. Luke “ fleeing the truth,” as against unnecessary Semitic 
redundancy in Mark, the matter is ridiculous. Supposing St. Luke did 
use St. Mark, was it necessary for him to copy word for word. I suppose 
St. Luke could have employed someone to copy Mark had he wished to 
do that. He simply supplements Mark, giving us those wonderful 
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parables that all the critics accept. Why cannot they leave the beloved 
physician alone, if, writing for Greeks, he prefers his own language as a 
historian ? 

As to the Josephus business it is not creditable to seek to make 
Luke dependent on Josephus, when on similar occasions we are assured 
that sub-apostolic Fathers are not dependent on the N.T. writings but 
on a ‘‘lost source common to both.” We cannot argue both ways. If 
this be true of sub-apostolic Fathers we must allow St. Luke and 
Josephus also to be dependent on a common lost source. 

As to the Gospel of John, Burkitt treats it as of no account whatever. 
But the grounds of this disbelief apply equally to the Gospel of Mark, 
for quotations from Mark are practically nil in the earliest times. The 
critics first sought to destroy St. John’s Gospel as a historical document. 
Next they decided that St. Matthew’s Gospel t was not prior to that of 
St. Mark, although the earliest Patristic testimony is all in favour of St. 
Matthew. Now Smith tells us that St. Luke is an absolute liar. We 
are left with Mark, the shortest in matter, the most ample in substance. 
Yet it has not as great claims to historic priority, as evidenced by early 
quotations, as the other Gospels. Are we eventually to be left with 
nothing? Is all this fine criticism simply bent upon pulling the house 
down upon its ears ? 

I take the liberty of speaking out thus without mincing matters 
because no one else seems to care to do so, and to handle the matter 
with gloves and soft phrases seems to me would be unfaithful. 

Shall we not do well to attend to the textwal side of the problem 
before indulging in the vain imaginings and superficial flights of the 
“higher” criticism? Are we really better and more capable critics than 
Tertullian? Tertullian does not consider that St. Luke ‘“ distorted ”’ 
the sermon on the mount. 


1 Yet Tertullian’s order is (1) John, (2) Matthew, (8) Luke, (4) Mark (cf. Scrivener’s 
and Gregory’s Introductions) and Tertullian’s words (against Marcion iv. 2) are: 
“‘ Denique nobis fidem ex apostolis Johannes et Matheus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas 
et Marcus instaurant.”’ 

$ But see the refutation of this in ‘S. Mark’s indebtedness to 5. Matthew,’ by 
F. P. Badham (T. Fisher Unwin, London, 1897), and note the lists in chapter iii. 
Then read the words of introduction there and run on to ch. iv. p. 88 for the continuation 
of the author’s summary, as follows :— 

“Of course in many of these cases, considered separately, the obligation might be 
in either direction—S. Matthew might have pruned, toned down, &e.—but considering 
them all together one can see that there is a unity on the positive side and not on the 
negative. To suppose that 5. Matthew had predilections exactly antithetical to those 
of 5. Mark is to suppose a literary miracle... What an extraordinary conception of 
5. Matthew we are driven to by the hypothesis that the precise vivid details of S. Mark 
are original! For these details are absent from 3. Matthew one and all, and if the 
Matthaean narratives are to be derived from those in St. Mark, the conclusion is 
inevitable that the author of the former was unprecise, unpicturesque deliberately!” 
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Dean Inge on St. Paul. 


‘“‘ How do ye say we are wise and the law of the Lord is with us? Lo the false pen 
of the scribes hath wrought falsely”’ (Sept: ‘‘ In vain hath wrought the false pen of the 
scribes ’’).{—Jerem. viii. 8. 

Before concluding I wish to pass in review a still more recent article 
(Jan. 1914) in the English Quarterly Review on “St. Paul” by the 
Dean of St. Paul’s. 

In the list of authorities under review heading his article I miss the 
German writer Drews’ scurrilous and unscholarly volume entitled THE 
Curist ΜΎΤΗ, in which he wrote (3™ ed., p. 207, on “ the Pauline Jesus ’’) : 

‘At the present day it will be acknowledged by all sensible people 
that, as Ed. von Hartmann declared more than thirty years ago, without 
Paul the Christian movement would have disappeared in the sand yast as 
the many other Jewish religions have done ;”’ 
yet Dean Inge takes precisely the same line as Drews, and, while 
perhaps he may not be pleased to be coupled with Drews, it is clear that 
the same school of thought animates the infidel and the Churchman. 
Dean Inge sums up thus (p. 68) : 
“Tt is impossible to guess what would have become of Christianity 
if he (Paul) had never lived; we cannot even be sure that the name of 
Jesus would still be honoured amongst men.” 
Thus the same view is held by the atheist and antichrist Drews as 
that put forth soberly and solemnly at the close of his article by a high 
dignitary of the Episcopal Church. 

Is it true then that without Paul Christianity would be dead ? 

To accept this view is to deny the Paraclete’s presence, to deny the 
Saviour’s Godhead, and to belittle God the Father to a degree! 

If instead of following Drews, it had been said by Dean Inge that 
Paul happened to be the Master’s ‘‘chosen vessel” to convey the 
message to the Gentiles, that his letters had been inspired by His grace, 
and preserved to us by His agencies, it would have been sufficient. As 
it stands the Dean’s expression seems to point to the survival of 
Christianity depending fortwitowsly upon Paul’s personality—surely a 
very travesty of the Christian verities ! 

Unfortunately modern “ scholars’ delight in the crudest and most 
irreligious utterances, if they can only thereby show that they are free 
and untrammelled thinkers. 

There were many others besides Paul. In the Didache for instance 
(that ante-Barnabas document) occurs a sentence even more noble than 
any appearing in 1 Cor. xv., viz. (Did'’:§) : 

εἰ yap ἐν TO ἀθανατῳ κοινωνοί ἐστε, πόσῳ μᾶλλον ἐν τοῖς θνητοῖς. 
The trouble is that the ‘scholarship’ of the last few years is 


+ A-V is apparently ‘ conflate.” 
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painfully arrogant and seems to think that it has made great discoveries. 
All this appears in the Dean’s article again and again. He says: 

(p. 46) “16 2s only in our own day that the personal characteristics 
of St. Paul have been intelligently studied... It has been 
left for the scholars of the present century to give us a 
picture of St. Paul as he really was...” (Then he goes 
on to describe the picture: ‘—a man much nearer to 
George Fox or John Wesley than to Origen or Calvin.” 
This is almost laughable. Have ‘modern scholars’ 
discovered this indeed? The only suggestion I would 
offer is that the comparison is a little inverted. George 
Fox and John Wesley were men much nearer to St. Paul 
than to Origen or Calvin. Why should St. Paul take the 
low place in the form of the comparison ?) 

(p. 47) “The ‘ Pastoral Epistles’ are probably not genuine, though 
the defence of them is not quite a desperate undertaking.”’ Ὁ 

(p. 52) “Α curious indication which has not been noticed is that as 
he tells us himself he five times received the maximum 
number of lashes from Jewish tribunals.”’ 

(p. 63) “‘The Evangelist whom we call St. John is the best com- 
mentator on Paulinism. This is one of the most important 
discoveries of recent New Testament criticism.” Indeed! 

(p. 66) “*..though it is only recently that this character of the 
Pauline churches has been recognised.” 

(The Dean has been fondling the word ‘mystery-religion’ and apply- 
ing it to St. Paul’s Christianity and Churches; one sentence runs: 
“Second, the promise of spiritual communion with some Deity.” 
Observe the calculated subtlety of the comparison here between the 
mystery-cults of the Greeks and the mystery-religion of the Christians). 

As to the quotation from p. 47—‘“‘ The Pastoral Epistles are probably 

not genuine’’—who says so? Only some critics; { and these gentlemen 
are never agreed among themselves on other matters. Yet the Dean 
reads from these same pastoral Scriptures in public, and accepted them 
(1, 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon) when ordained, which ordination 
embodied a continuous declaration, not to be put aside at will by anyone 
while st:ll within the Church. The question is ‘‘Do you unfeignedly 
believe all the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and New Testament ?” 
Answer : “1 do believe them.’ I am aware that a movement is on foot 
to modify this declaration (which would indeed open the way to a grand 
muddle), but the adage of a great churchman— 

“ Philosophia quotidie progressu, Theologia nisi regressu, non crescit ᾿᾿--- 


tt Ramsay: ‘The Church in the Roman Empire,’ pp. 248 and 865 note, accepts them 
asgenuine. How thencan Inge write as he does when a modern scholar such as Ramsay, 
of surpassing eminence, endorses them? Dean Inge himself, speaking at the Lyceum 
Club (circa May 10, 1914), is reported to have referred to “the advice which St. Paul 
gave to Timothy,” and then to have quoted 2 Tim. ii. 3! 
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may be recommended to these progressive churchmen. If we abandon 
the Epistles to Timothy today, the critics of tomorrow may restore 
them.+ If we abandon Ephesians} today, its Pauline authority may 
be fully established tomorrow. 

In order to accept the views which ‘modern scholarship’ presses 
upon us in so cavalier a fashion, we must believe that Tertullian and 
Irenaeus before A.D. 200 were worse judges of the Canon than critics of 
today. Tertullian does not hesitate to use Ephesians|| as a Pauline 
epistle and sets his seal on both epistles to Timothy as Scripture in 
many places. 

In Tertullian’s treatise de pudicitia he quotes from 1 Tim. 1. in 
chapter xill. several times. Then follows this up in chapter xiv. by 
using the apostle’s own description of himself in 1 Tim. i. 1 and 
2 Tim. 1.1. He writes Pudic xiv. near the end . 

“ne scilicet Pawlum apostolum Christi, doctorem nationum in fide 
et veritate, vas electionis...”’ 
He also quotes from Titus and has confirmed Philemon in Métcion y. 21; 
“To this epistle alone did its brevity avail to protect it against the 
falsifying hands of Marcion. I wonder however when he received [into 
his Apostolicon] this letter which was written to but one man,{[ that he 
rejected the two epistles to Timothy and the one to Titus, which together 
treat of ecclesiastical discipline.” 
Is Tertullian then not a better witness than Marcion? Must we 
class Dean Inge-also with the Marcionites? What better proofs do we 
require than Tertullian’s express testimony ? Can the ‘modern scholars’ 
give us anything as ancient against the Pauline authorship? For 
Marcion is clearly out of court and always has been. 

Or is it that ‘modern scholars’ are impatient of ‘ ecclesiastical 
discipline,’ referred to by Tertullian as contained in the letters ? 

To whom but St. Paul himself can 1 Tim. 1. 13 refer ?— 

“formerly being a blasphemer and a persecutor and 
an overbearing ungovernable man. But I obtainedmercy 
because I did it ignorantly in unbelief”’; or again : 

2 Tim. i. 16,17 “‘ The Lord give mercy unto the house of Onesiphorus, 
for he oft refreshed me and was not ashamed of my 
chain, but when he was in Rome he soughtme out 
very diligently and found me”’; or again: 

: i. 9 “ Wherein I suffer evil wnto bonds as a malefactor, but 

the word of God is not bound’”’; or again: 

Ν iii. 11 ‘‘ Persecutions, afflictions, what things befell me in 


+ The arguments against them are absolutely inconclusive. 

t P. 47: “ Of the rest the weight of evidence is slightly against the Pauline authorship 
of Ephesians.” 

|| Whether this epistle was addressed to those at Ephesus or elsewhere matters not. 

“| See Bishop Wordsworth’s very beautiful remarks about the letter to Philemon. 
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Antioch, in Iconium, in Lystra, what persecutions I 
endured. But out of them all the Lord delivered 
me’’; or again : 

2 Tim. iv. 11 ‘ Only Luke is with me” ; 

iv. 14 ‘ Alexander the coppersmith did me much evil.” 


Again and again in the pastoral epistles there are exhortations to 
avoid foolish questions, babblings, endless genealogies, profane and old 
wives’ fables, ‘‘ for (2 Tim. iv. 3) the time will come when they will not 
endure sound doctrine.” 

Is that time upon us ? 

In order that readers may not think that I am unaware of any 
“new” arguments against the genuineness of the pastoral Epistles 
and that such exist, I will frankly confess that I know of no ‘new’ 
arguments against them, and I venture to say that neither does the 
Dean of St. Paul’s. Threadbare arguments there have been, briefly 
referred to by that excellent critic Bishop C. Wordsworth in his N.T., 
p. 434, as to the peculiar phraseology of the Epistles—arguments which 
he dismisses in a few well-chosen words; but of new arguments against 
them by ‘modern scholars’ where are they, Mr. Dean? I think they 
are in Marcion’s locker. Certainly the suggestion that the heresies 
referred to in the Epistles are of later date than St. Paul’s times is 
absolutely inconclusive and not even probable.t 

We cannot afford to be divorced from the ‘ Pastoral Epistles’ in this 
summary fashion. We regard them as some of St. Paul’s most inspired 
utterances against the wicked unbelief and misbelief of ‘ the last times.’ 
Thus the closing admonition of the 1st Epistle to Timothy covers the 
ground magnificently in one sentence : 

“Ὁ Timothy, the (sacred) deposit guard (carefully), turning away 
from the empty babblings and oppositions OF SCIENCE FALSELY 850 
CALLED, which some professing, have failed (‘missed the mark’ 
ft-V marg) ᾧ concerning the faith.” 

CQ Τιμόθεε τὴν παραθήκην (or παρακαταθήκην, the meaning is the same) 
φύλαξον, ἐκτρεπόμενος Tas βεβήλους κενοφωνίας Kai ἀντιθέσεις τῆς ψευδω - 
νύμου γνώσεως, ἥν τινες ἐπαγγελλόμενοι περὶ τὴν πίστιν ἠστόχησαν). ἢ} 


Has the Anglo-Saxon race outgrown its Bible and the four-fold 
Gospel narrative? To hear the Dean one would think so. He writes 
(p. 45) : “ We know very little in reality of Peter and James and John, of 
Apollos and Barnabas. And of Paul's divine Master no biography can 
ever be written.” 


t See Dr. Lindsay’s explanation of the weakness of Harnack’s position (p. 140 note, 
‘The Church and the Ministry in the early centuries,’ London, 1902). 

1 ἠστόχησαν A-V ‘erred,’ but the meaning is stronger: ‘failed.’ Thrice is this 
word used in Timothy. Elsewhere at 1i. 6 and at 2 ii. 18. 

|| ‘he verse has been challenged as a later addition, but on flimsy grounds. 
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Observe the absence of the word adequate. The Dean does not 
say ‘“‘and of Paul’s divine Master no adequate biography can ever be 
written,” but simply “ΠΟ biography can ever be written.” We seem 
to feel that he means ‘‘ no biography has ever been written.” 

What is he trying to teach? That the Gospel-narrative is untrue, 
or only so imperfect that it is useless to ‘modern scholars’? Why 
always harp on the insufficiency of our documents to portray all that 
went on in those days in Galilee? This spirit of unrest is not scholar- 
ship; 1 is simply ‘‘ denying the power.” Oh, for wingéd words to combat 
these stupid heretical suggestions! 

For suggestions they are. Suggestions full of guile, emanating from 
the false teachers,t false apostles, t false brethren, || false prophets,§] in 
our classrooms ; suggestions that Peter’s memory failed him, that Mark 
suppressed things, and John introduced questionable stories; that Luke 
changed and embroidered, and that none of the Gospellists told the truth ! 

‘Modern scholars’ love to touch on the forbidden ground of the 
speculative philosophies which St. Paul so often condemns in his 
pastoral epistles. They touch upon it and withdraw, but the harm for 
the reader is done. Thus on p. 60, of course the Dean does not mean 
that he approves of any idolatry, yet here is the wording of the sentence: 
“ΤῊ addressing the Gentiles, we may assume that he followed the 
customary Jewish line of apologetic, denouncing the foily of idolatry— 
an aid to worship which is quite innocent and natural in some peoples, 
but which the Jews never understood.” 

Reduced to plain English what does this mean ? 

Does it mean that although the Jews did not understand it (is 
‘“‘never’’ quite accurate, by the way ?), idolatry is nevertheless helpful ὃ 


Again, pp. 66/67: “‘It is useless to deny that St. Paul regarded 
Christianity as, at least on one side, a mystery-religion. . . It was as a 
mystery-religion that Europe accepted Christianity. . . And students of 
the New Testament have not yet realised the importance of the fact 
that St. Paul, who was ready to fight to the death against the Judaising 
of Christianity, was willing to take the first step, and a long one, towards 
the Paganising of it. It does not appear that his personal religion was 
of this type. He speaks with contempt of some doctrines and practices 
of Pagan mysteries, and will allow no ‘rapprochement’ with what he 
regards as devil-worship. In this he remains a pure Hebrew. But he 
does not appear to see any danger in allowing his Hellenistic churches to 
assimilate the worship of Christ to the honours paid to the gods of the 
mysteries, and to set their whole religion in this framework, provided 
only that they have no part nor lot with those who sit at ‘the table of 
demons ’—the sacramental love-feasts of the heathen mysteries.”’ 


+ 2 Peter ii. 1. Τ᾿ DiCor: xizel3. [ Gal. 11. 4. 
4 Matt. vii. 15, xxiv. 11, Mark xiii. 22, 1 John iv. 1. 
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Now what in the name of common sense does all this mean? Of 
course ‘modern scholars’ understand the tone, the wording, the lesson 
(is there one?) pervading this kind of high-sounding talk. But from a 
churchman to churchpeople it is un-Pauline and un-ecclesiastical. It 
is walking unconcernedly on dangerous ground. It is hinting always at 
an undercurrent of unbelief latent in the ‘modern scholar’s’ inmost soul. 

Hither we have God’s true religion and our mystery-cult is absolutely 
un-pagan and unlike any other in the world, or for Dews let us substitute 
Di and be done with it, and wipe out all Paul’s striving to inculcate the 
lesson of “‘ the one true God.” 

But this is not nearly all. For close after this comes another 
astonishing sentence : 

‘“‘ There is something transitional about all St. Paul’s teaching.” 

This curious λόγιον is left unexplained and followed by a perfectly 
harmless ten lines (bottom of p. 67), but the sting of the word remains. 
There is nothing permanent then about the foundations of Christianity as 
preached by Paul? What does the excellent Dean mean? That things 
which might offend the modern feminine suffragist are to be found in 
Paul’s teaching? But he has just disallowed the Epistles in which the 
major part of this teaching occurs! We have to give it up. 

But the Dean is not a consistent writer anyway, for on p. 60 he says 
first of Paul’s language: ‘‘ His Greek, though vigorous and effective, 7s 
neither correct nor elegant’”’—and then a few lines below: “‘ Regarded 
merely as a piece of poetical prose 1 Cor. xii. is finer than anything that 
has been written in the Greek language since the great Attic prose writers.” 

And is this also a modern discovery ? 

I have said that Dean Inge is not consistent. We find another 
instance on p. 50. Under verbiage and somewhat elaborate language he 
seeks to impress us with the scholar’s profundity, yet his study of 
Ramsay (cited among his authorities on the first page) is not profound 
enough for him to avoid direct and unnecessary antagonism to Ramsay’s 
views as to St. Paul’s family.t Dean Inge writes (without in the 
slightest degree indicating that this is opposed to Ramsay, whom he is 
reviewing inter alios) : 

“St. Paul did not belong to the upper class. He was a working 

artisan, a ‘tent-maker,’ who followed one of the regular trades of the 

place.” 
Ramsay accounts quite otherwise for St. Paul’s poverty, and I 
cannot but think that Ramsay has the better and more solid foundation 
for his views. In as fine a passage as one can find in his works, and 
with an almost unerring instinct for happy solutions and inspiring views, 
quite above the clap-trap of the schools, Ramsay describes the scene at 
home after St. Paul’s conversion, the bitter words which must have passed 


{ Succinetly stated on pp. 31/37 of ‘St. Paul the Traveller.’ 
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from father to son, incidentally exhibiting, by an ‘e silentio’ method, the 
reality of St. Paul’s conversion, the certainty of his heavenly vision, and 
the permanence of his new views as to religion. He pictures the final 
break with home ties, and our apostle become a wanderer upon the face 
of the earth; then, and only then, driven to take up a trade for his 
living. Not that he learned the trade then, for in accordance with 
custom he had doubtless learnedit at home, but that after leaving a 
comparatively affluent family ‘milieu’ he had to face the world alone 
for the first time. 

Again, a cruel and subtle endeavour is made by referring the ‘ thorn 
in the flesh’ of St. Paul to a predisposition to epilepsy—here again our 
good Dean is following Drews—to account for his ‘visions’ and the 
matter of his conversion. 

It is as subtle as it 15 cruel, and as cruel as it is subtle, for it is 
introduced some distance away from the main theme of the conversion, 
which is discussed as follows: 

‘‘ ‘What caused the sudden change which so astonished the survivors 
among his victims? ΤῸ suppose that nothing prepared for the vision 
near Damascus, that the apparition in the sky was a mere ‘ bolt from the 
blue,’ 7s an impossible theory. The best explanation is furnished by a 
study of the apostle’s character” (observe the subtlety of the allusion) 
‘‘ which we really know very well.... 

“The vision came in the desert, where men see visions and hear voices 
to this day. They were very common in the desert of Gobi when Marco 
Polo traversed it. The ‘spirit of Jesus,’ as he came to call it, spoke to 
his heart, and the form of Jesus flashed before his eyes.f Stephen had 
been right; the crucified was indeed the Lord from Heaven. So Saul 
became a Christian; and it was to the Christianity of Stephen, not to that 
of James the Lord’s brother, that he was converted.” 

Here the Dean comes out more into the open. Reduced to plain 
English it is this. Paul was an epileptic. The vision he saw took place 
during such an attack. He imagined that Jesus had appealed to him, 
but the vision was no more real than any other which other men from 
that day to this have experienced in the same neighbourhood. He was 
really converted by pondering over Stephen’s attitude and steadfastness. 

Turning back to p. 51 you will find how the Dean falls into line 
about this epilepsy theory. He guards the matter slightly. ‘‘ He was 
liable to mystical trances in which some have found confirmation of the 
supposition that he was an epileptic.’”’ That sounds mild, but close by 
he goes on to add that the belief of ‘some’ is also his belief; for he says: 
‘“‘He suffered from some obscure physical trouble, the nature of which we 
can only guess. It was probably epilepsy.” He then proceeds to say : 
“But these abnormal states were rare with him; in writing to the 


+ The Dean means as an epileptic. 
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Galatians he has to go back fourteen years to the date when he was 
“caught up to the third Heaven.’” This serves a double purpose, 
implying the epileptic fits were rare but none the less real although 
connected with heavenly visions. But does not Dean Inge see that the 
ground is untenable? No man, subject to epilepsy, would have dared to 
imperil the efficacy of his message by falling down in a fit at a critical 
moment. That surely ‘va de soi’ asto Paul’s character. Secondly, the 
long interval between visions stamps them as quite exceptional and as 
having nothing to do with epilepsy, for an epileptic subject could never 
have gone through the long series of trials and privations and hardships 
which fell to the lot of Paul without a frequent recurrence of the malady. 
Nothing loth, however, Dean Inge continues (p. 52) : 
“At that time anyone who underwent a psychical experience, for 
which he could not account, believed that he was possessed by a spirit 
good or bad.” 
This is the modern method of argument. If the epilepsy suggestion 
does not work, fall back on a statement such as this, to destroy man’s 
belief in anything superterrestrial. In plain English: ‘‘ If Paul’s visions 
were not due to epilepsy, at any rate he was mistaken in thinking he 
had been near the third Heaven or had any intercourse with the unseen 
world.” Or in other words: ‘“‘ We plain matter-of-fact twentieth-century 
theologians reduce all these things to terrestrial terms. We have nothing 
to do with the extra-terrestrial. We profess to believe in God and Jesus 
Christ whom He has sent from Heaven, but really we do nothing of the 
kind. We would like to, but the full evidence, you know, is wanting, and 
pending further light we must just behave like common-sense mortals.” f 
Not content with the denial of the reality of Paul’s communion with 
Christ, Dean Inge also falls foul of St. Luke’s predilection for the super- 
natural. He has entirely failed to see that if a physician can believe in the 
supernatural a churchman can also do so, but, as I say, that is beyond the 
churchman of today. He sees the miracle of the awakening Spring and 
‘““passes by on the other side,” seeking and praying for ‘‘ more light.” 
This is what the Dean has to say of St. Luke (p. 48): ‘‘...amanof very 
attractive character; full of kindness, loyalty and Christian charity. He 
is the most feminine (not effeminate) writer in the New Testament, and 
shows a marked partiality for the tender aspects of Christianity. He is 
attracted by miracles and by all that makes history picturesque and 
romantic.” This sounds delightful, but wait only a few lines (p. 49): 
‘The narrative is coloured in places by the historian’s love for the 
miraculous.” Our critic, observe, does not in his certificate of good 
character say that St. Luke is either ‘sober’ or ‘ truthful.’ 


t One of these days, however, a man who does not believe in ‘ miracles,’ or anything 
extra-terrestrial, will be considered crude, ignorant, uneducated and incapable of appre- 
~ hending inter-cosmic phenomena (see article by Sir Wm. Barrett, F.R.s., in Contemporary 
Review for June 1914). 

ao 
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According to the Dean he is neither. The Dean, like Robinson 
Smith, makes no apology for calling St. Luke a har. And I make no 
apology for putting this plain interpretation into the Dean’s mouth, for 
here is what he says (only seven lines further down) : 

“The Greek historian invented speeches for his principal characters ; 
this was a conventional way of elucidating the situation for the benefit 
of his readers. Everyone knows how Thucydides, the most conscientious 
historian in antiquity, habitually uses this device, and how candidly he 
explains his method. WE CAN HARDLY DOUBT THAT THE AUTHOR OF 
AcTS{ HAS USED A SIMILAR FREEDOM, though the report of the address 
to the elders of Ephesus reads like a summary of an actual speech.” 

Could disguised venom, wrapped up in the soft qualifying and shghtly 
guarded phrases of the modern school, go further ? 

This kind of thing ecclesiastics do not seem to consider either 
dangerous or heretical. I write as a layman and I solemnly assure them 
that they will reap a whirlwind from this wicked sowing. For wicked 
seeds they are, put forth for our comfort and edification (God save 
the mark !). 

Can it be possible that ecclesiastics not only forget the Master’s 
admonitions ‘‘ Let your communication be yea yea, nay nay, for whatso- 
ever is more than these (περισσὸν τούτων) is from evil (ἐκ τοῦ πονηροῦ 
ἐστιν), but that they scurrilously suggest that our Lord’s own sub-followers 
were addicted to falsehood and to the literary affectations of the times in 
delivering their solemn message? Messieurs les Ecclésiastiques, allow 
me as a layman to say that such a suggestion is not only unworthy but 
scandalous. And you have no proofs of it to offer. 

What you do offer us is an extrinsic and emasculated Christianity as 
far removed from the real thing as is your own doctrine from that which 
you impute to Paul with his pure mysticism (p. 53), ‘‘ The mystical 
doctrine of the Spirit of Christ immanent in the soul of the believer, a 
conception which was the core of St. Paul’s personal religion,” only you 
spoil it by using the expression “a conception,” as if Paul had ‘conceived ’ 
it and it was not after all real! 

Away with your half-truths and your innuendoes or you will soon 
preach to empty benches. 

The early Church which lived according to the precepts of the 
Didache had many notable Evangelists besides St. Paul. Like some of 
Paul’s letters their names have perished or are only briefly recorded in 
the lists of Paul’s co-workers, but who can stand in the silent chambers 
of the pzivate burial places of great Roman-Christian citizens of the first 
century and not realize that Peter’s message, as well as Paul’s, that the 


+ Just above, the Dean practically admits the Lucan authorship of Acts. (This 
comparison with Thucydides evidently comes direct from the classroom of some 
University lecturer.) 
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messages of Luke and Mark and John and Justus, and Apollos, as well as 
those of Timothy, of Silvanus, of Philemon and Sosthenes, of Titus and 
Onesiphorus, Urbanus and Stachys and Apelles, of Crescens and Clement, 
of Tychicus and Artemas, of Erastus and Trophimus, of Ampliatus, of 
Persis, of Zenas and Apollos, of Archippus, of Epaphroditus, Epaphras 
and Aristarchus, of Philologus, of Asyncritus and Patrobas, of Hpaenetus, 
Rufus, Hermes, Hermas, Phlegon, of Eubulus, Pudens and Linus, of 
Tertius Paul’s scribe, of Apphia, Prisca and Aquila, of Claudia, of Phebe, 
of Tryphaena and Tryphosa and Julia, contributed to the continuity of 
the Christian Church apart from Paul himself. 

These all standing shoulder to shoulder t fought the heretics of that 
day : Hymenaetus and Philetus, Phygellus and Hermogenes, Demas and 
the rest. They fought them to a standstill for a time. But we,—we,— 
we dally with heresies and toy with fire. I do not lay myself open to 
the rebuke that the above-named represent St. Paul’s own converts, for 
they do not, all of them. Besides St. Paul confesses himself to have 
been refreshed by others (1 Cor. xvi. 17) : ‘‘ But I rejoice at the presence 
of Stephanas and Fortunatus and Archaicus, for that which was lacking 
on your part these have fulfilled. For they have refreshed (ἀνέπαυσαν) t 
my own spirit as well.as yours (καὶ τὸ ὑμῶν). Recognise therefore such 
as these (good) men.”’ 

Their preaching must then have been, like that of Paul himself, 
productive of far-reaching results. 

Again (Rom. xvi. 7): ‘‘ Salute Andronicus and Junias my kinsmen, 
and my fellow prisoners who are of note among the apostles, who also 
have been in Christ before me.” 

Two things stand out here, first that some of Paul’s kinsfolk were 
of the Faith, and secondly a humble recognition that he, Paul, was still 
the “least of the Apostles,” and that the other workers were doing as 
great a work as he himself. 

Has the Dean forgotten St. Paul’s growth in grace? As _ his 
ministry flourished, so he himself becomes more humble. As Christ 
{rom the ‘good shepherd’ (John x. 11) becomes the ‘ great shepherd’ 
(Heb. xii. 20) and then the ‘chief shepherd’ (1 Pet. v. 4), so St. Paul 


decreases: A.D. 57 “1 am the least of the apostles ”’ Ca Gore xv. 9) 
; A.D. 61/3 “less than the least of all saints ”’ ( Eph. ui. 8 ) 
A.D. 65? ‘*...sinners, of whom Iam chief” (1 Tim. i. 15) 


In the light of this what does Dean Inge’s sentence mean on p. 54 ?— 
“Tt does not seem likely that a man of so lofty and heroic character 
was ever seriously troubled with ignominious temptations.”’ 


+ Didache*+? πυκνῶς. “πυκνῶς δὲ συναχθήσεσθε ζητοῦντες τὰ ἀνήκοντα ταῖς ψυχαῖς 
ὑμῶν. 

1 The same word as at Matt. xi. 28 ‘‘Come unto me all ye that labour and are 
heavy laden and I will give you rest.” 


2 ον ΤΡ 
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Yet he starts his article thus (p. 45) : 

“With St. Paul it is quite different. He is a saint without a 
luminous halo. His personal characteristics are too distinct and too 
human to make idealisation easy. For this reason he has never been 
the subject of popular devotion. Shadowy figures like St. Joseph and 
St. Anne have been divinised and surrounded with picturesque legends ; 
but St. Paul has been spared the honour or the ignominy of being coaxed 
and wheedled by the piety of paganised Christianity.” 

It is Inge therefore who in the sentence on p. 54 elevates St. Paul 
further above other mortals than the Church has ever elevated St. Joseph 
or St. Anne! 

"Tis a curious bit of writing on p. 54, and implies a strange sub- 
conscious strain in the mind of the Dean. 

But if St. Paul “ turned the world upside-down ”’ it was only to assist 
in founding through others the glorious heritage which is ours to-day, 
not by human agency, not by any St. Paul—as Drews and Inge suggest— 
but by Divine agency permitting certain instruments to stand out above 
others, but only ““ by permission.” 

This article by the Dean of St. Paul’s Cathedral is cold-blooded, and 
not really scholarly. The whole message is tinged with phrases which 
sound ill in a Dean’s mouth. 

Thus his disquisition on the God of the Old Testament (p. 54/55) is 
a lurid example of what not to write. ‘‘ The distinctive feature of the 
Jewish religion is not, as is often supposed, its monotheism... And 
when Jahveh became more strictly ‘the only God,’ the cult of inter- 
mediate beings came in and restored a quasi-polytheism...’’ What is 
the Dean talking about? Of Israel’s pure religion or of its lapses ? 

This is dealing with the matter from a purely literary standpoint, a 
point of view which ruined Westcott and Hort’s work on the New 
Testament text, and a standpoint which is as foreign to the spirit of 
the glorious Gospel as anything that can well be imagined. To become 
entangled in folk-lore and to dissociate Paul’s personal religion from 
his teaching (pp. 53, 63, 66) is undignified, to say the least. 

Progress is barred, gentlemen, unless we return to the ‘ old paths,” 
for there can be nothing new in the religion of Jesus Christ. Hither 
there was one authoritative revelation, and one sacrifice once for all, or 
there was not. Novia media exists. All this beating about the bush leads 
but to confusion and apostasy, ‘‘and if the righteous scarcely be saved, 
where shall the ungodly and the sinner appear ?”’ (1 Peter iv. 18). There 
is one royal road and only one, and that was clearly indicated by others 
besides St. Paul. If Paul had never lived the message would have lived on. 

Therefore when Dean Inge, following Drews, says: 

“Tt is impossible to guess what would have become of Christianity if he 
(Paul) had never lived; we cannot even be sure that the name of Jesus 
would still be honoured among men,” 
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we lift our hands in horror and exclaim: Is this a Dean writing? Is this 
his message of consolation to the afflicted, the sin-sick and the sorrowful ? 
Has he understood his hero at all if he writes thus of him? Would not 
St. Paul himself be the most shocked of all of us to read this utter reversal 
of the divine order of events ? 

The Dean means (I will presume this in all charity) that St. Paul 
was the instrument chosen of God to be the chief missionary to the 
nations. If he means only this it is nothing new, and no new discovery 
of these latter days ! 

But if he means that Paul by a series of fortuitous visions during 
epileptic attacks had false views, had imaginary communion with Jesus 
Christ, preached a pure but vain Gospel on shadowy grounds, was not 
‘““a chosen vessel”’ but a self-appointed advocate of a religious mystery- 
cult, and but for this delusion would never have preached and written, 
and that it was owing to St. Paul’s delusions that the western world 
embraced Christianity, then I say it is time to call a halt and ask these 
clerics to put their articles into plain and unphilosophical English that 
we may understand, we laymen, what is before us, and decide whether 
or not to leave “ the Church.”’ 

In the words of Jeremiah (xxiii. 32): 

Behold, Iam against them that prophesy false dreams, saith the Lord, 
and do tell them, and cause my people to err by their lies and by their 
lightness ; yet I sent them not nor commanded them ; therefore they shall 
not profit this people at all, saith the Lord. 


Let us turn on the other hand to a more helpful view of such 
matters. 

When a Frenchman applies himself seriously to a deep study I find 
his reasoning more cogent, his conclusions more exhaustive, his explana- 
tions more luminous, his summaries more definite, and his entire critical 
attitude more scientific and profound than the similar series of mental or 
psychic efforts on the part of a German, an Englishman, or an American. 

I would therefore commend a very bright comprehensive and 
thorough-going synopsis of New Testament criticism by André Arnal, 
Professor of Theology at Montauban, which reached me recently from 
a friend, and which appeared in the mid-February number for the 
current year of a periodical called Fort ET Vrs, published in Paris. The 
article is entitled “Le Nouveau Testament devant la critique,” and will 
help many to a clearer view of the great issues which are so often confused 
and befogged in the mass of semi-philosophical and pseudo-scientific 
critical literature which rushes at us from every corner of so-called 
Christendom. 

I will quote one pregnant sentence towards the close of this twenty- 
two column article, and urge my readers to obtain and read the whole 
article for themselves. It will. do them good, from Dr. Sanday and 
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Dr. Harnack down through the rank and file of our critics. They will 

probably agree with every word which Dr. Arnal has printed, and yet 

their doctrine is not set forth at all in the same way. We miss the 
dignified constructive character in their works. 

Here is Dr. Arnal’s summary : 

“Tl faut qu’au savoir parfois un peu amer que donne la critique 
s’ajoute le savoir, infiniment plus précieux, que donne 1l’expérience 
religieuse personnelle ; ἃ |’étude qui veut comprendre doit s’unir la priere 
qui ne veut qu’adorer. Les deux ne sont pas nécessairement liées: c’est 
pourquot il y a des savants qui manquent de fot, et des croyants qui 
manquent de connaissance. NI L’UN NI L’AUTRE CONDITION NE SONT 
ENVIABLES POUR QUI VEUT ETRE UN TEMOIN DU CHRIST...” 

“ Neither the one (attitude) nor the other condition is desirable for 
anyone who wishes to be a witness for Christ.” This is a true saying. 
- The “savants qui manquent de foi” are summed up in 2 Tim. ii. 7: 
“« Ever learning and never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.” 
In the same chapter the “‘croyants qui manquent de connaissance” are 
assured that the real man of God, to be ‘“‘complete and thoroughly 
furnished unto all good works,’ must be thoroughly versed in the 
Scriptures. 

So, insensibly, Dr. Arnal almost uses the language of this Pastoral 
Epistle to illustrate his point, and yet we are asked by such as Dean 
Inge to doubt that St. Paul wrote the Pastoral Epistles. Well, if he did 
not, a greater than Paul then was faithful enough to warn us of the last 
times !—to warn us of those “having a form of godliness but denying 
the power thereof,” and so we find that if Paul had never lived, the name 
of Jesus would not have been forgotten among men, for the writer of the 
Pastoral Epistles has kept alive the deepest truths and teachings of the 
Christian religion. 

Sublime epistles! whether of Paul or of Apollos or of another mighty 
servant of God! 

Did a second-century forger then invent the introductions to both 
epistles ?— 

(1 Tim.) Paul an apostle of Jesus Christ by the commandment of God 
our Saviour, and Lord Jesus Christ which is our hope, unto 
Timothy my own son in the faith.... 

(2 Tim.) Paul an apostle of Jesus Christ by the will of God, according to 
the promise of life which is in Christ Jesus, to Timothy my 
dearly beloved son... 

Perish the thought that these sublime prologues of ‘‘life’’ and 
“hope” in Christ Jesus should not be from the pen of Paul. But,—if 
they and the epistles themselves are not of Paul, then Dean Inge’s 
contention falls to the ground of its own false-weight, for the name of 
Christ would have lived on among men by means of these short and 
superb epistles, even if Paul’s other universally acknowledged writings 
had perished, or if he himself had never lived. 
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Conclusion. 


Our daily actions are based as much on the experience of the past 
and upon the probabilities of the future as upon our own knowledge 
of what a day may bring forth. We live, in other words, by Faith. 
But Faith seems to have abandoned the circles where the cult of 
both the higher and the lower criticism flourishes. Those in these 
circles desire facts and tangible proof, like Thomas, demonstra- 
tive evidence, texunpiov as St. Luke calls it (Acts i. 3), and do not 
seem to seek this evidence in the proper direction. To revive the 
Egyptian textual standard of a.p. 200-400 is not scientific, and it is 
certainly not final. The truth is scattered over all our documents and 
is not inherent entirely in any one document, nor in any two. Hort 
persuaded himself that where NB were together (as for ἦρεν instead of 
αἴρει at John x. 18) fhey must be right. This kind of fetichism must be 
done away with. Other documents having the same base must be con- 
sulted for the necessary ‘“‘control”’ in these passages of δὲ and B, such as 
the cursives 892 and Paris”. Nor can we lightly disregard W when in 
opposition to NB. 

A reference to the quotation from Hippocrates on our title-page may 
not be out of place here. The aphorism was well rendered into French 
by A. de Mercy in 1811: 

La vie est courte, Vart est long, Voccasion passe vite, lexpérience est 
trompeuse, le gugement difficile. 

Le médecin dott non-seulement faire ce qui convient, 11, DOIT ENCORE 
FAIRE CONCOURIR LE MALADE et ceux qui Ventourent et les choses externes. 


Oh for the Faith of him healed by Peter and John in the name of 
‘“‘ Jesus Christ the Nazarene,” the result of which is described by St. Luke 
in the medical term ὁλοκληρία “ perfect soundness”’ (Act 1. 16). May 
‘perfect soundness ” in matters of doctrine and of criticism be restored to 
us, so that like another blind man healed by the Nazarene Himself in a 
twofold operation, we may ‘‘look up and see all things clearly’ (Mark 
vill. 25). 

END oF Part I. 


THANK GOD, ALL THE SHIFTING TO. AND FRO OF TEXTS, ALL RECENSIONS AND 
REVISIONS, AND ALL VARIOUS READINGS, CANNOT TOUCH OR ALTER THE WHOLE BODY OF 
TRUTH AS WE HAVE IT REVEALED TO US IN HoLy ScrIPTURE; BUT THE SLUMBERING 
DEPTHS OF GOD’s ETERNAL COUNSELS SHALL REMAIN EVER SAFE FROM THE RIPPLES MADE 
BY THE BREATH OF MAN ON THE SURFACE OF His Worp.—S. C. Malan. From the 

Preface to‘ St. John’s Gospel translated from the eleven oldest versions,’ London, 1862. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


Referring to pp. 252/255 in re περὶ or ὕπερ, it is to be noted that 
in the fragment of an “uncanonical Gospel” just published (Vol. X., 
March 1914, Oxyr'**) by Grenfell and Hunt, we meet with the expression, 
on folio 2 recto col. 1: 


και προσευχεσθε ὑπερ των EXOpaY ὑμων 


and the general language of the fragmentary context of this early 
fourth-century document is more akin to St. Luke’s diction than to 
St. Matthew’s. 


(7489 ) 
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Aethiopic 28 79 347 435seq passim, et cf. Part II. 

Alexandria and Carthage 199 205 

Alexandrian text and readings 9 11seq 27and note 75 note 80 81 91 110 202 250 266 290 316 355 
362 372 373 374 387 416 note 422 459 et alibi 

Alexandrian writers and critics 41 66 149note 265 346 376 note 461 et alibi 

Amélineau 353 355 360 371 469 

Amphilochius 19 et alibi 

Anacoluthon 276 

“Anceps” 315 et alibi 

Anne, St. 484 

Antioch revision Preface Ὁ. iii, 35 89 42 47 55 79 110 230 243 246 248 250 251 270 286 314 324 
329 350 355 362 363 375 407 433 457 459 et passim 

amat λεγομενον 294 

Aphraates 453 

Aristides 422/3 

Aristotle 412 

Armenian 343 et passim 

Arnal, Dr, André 485 seq 

Article (definite Greek), adding or withholding 74 180/1 218note 220 272 279 298 302 308 

Article (indefinite Coptic) 218 279 376 et alibi 

Athanasius 11 12 etc. 27note 29 203 299 807 874 393 420 422 452 et saepe 

Athenagoras 424/5 

Augustine 85 108 278 436 

“ Authorised”’ version 305 322 350 

aand B® 54note 286 344 369 et alibi 

aand D® 127and note 128 140 161note 178 

aya0os and καλὸς 202 note 

αλλα 8Π6 εἰ μὴ 150 

αλλα γε (και) 293 

avev and χωρις 202 note 

amavTaw and ὑπανταω 24 seq 

απεναντι and κατεναντι 31/2 

αχρι, see under ews 


B passim; cf. 268 
B, the corrector of 325 


490 CODEX B AND. ITS ALLIES. 


B, photographic edition 48 269 270 

Band boh 6 et alibi 

Banda 54note 286 344 369 et alibi 

B Sinai and Alexandria 318 

B and Origen in conflict 69 seq (Matt), 121 seq (Mark), 237 297 seq (Luke), 403 (John) 

B alone followed by W-H [not counting evidence new since Hort’s death] 2 35 619 23 32748081 
83 85 (marg) 209 (pluries) 211 212 213 (215) (226) 227 228 937 242 
255 259 260 275 278 299 300 302 303 305 306 307 308 309 310 315 
317 318 319 332.334 351 400 


BA i! San ἢ meee 

ἘΝ »» » » 26 19 20 29 61 68 78 88 92 190 211 214 217 219 295 927 298 235 237 
240 261 296 300 302 307 312 322 825 327 354 370 373 388 400 

BNL ,, - » 5, 119 174 211 233 257 258 261 278 280 290 307 817 318 406 

BOR, ν » » 2 299 308 310 325 331 338 351 δὲ alibi 

Bie 5 » » 2 22 80 211 213 215 226 bis 256 258 306 307 322 323 392 

ΘΟΕ; 55 »»» «6 οἴ 208 951] ete: 

ΞΡ. Ὁ; "ἢ » aoe 23,09, 2b 

BLE ,, ᾿: gos τὴ» mee 

BIXe. ΗΣ a), at MOOT 

B outside the Gospels 416 seq 


Badham, F. P. 473 note 

Barnabas 419 477 

Barnard, P. M. Introduction p. ix, x, 75 200/3 and 203 note 212 270 377 

Basic text 272 et passim 

Bebb, L. J. M. Introduction p. ix note 

Belsheim 123 note 144 note 

Birch 101 167 

Blass 1 72 126 139note 147 note 247 264 281 285 286 293 294 457 458 

Bloomfield 177 

Bohairic, date of 23 79 85 86 87 89 100 103 105 228 286 284 297 318 323 331 332 400 422 426 
3 influence of 79 144 et alibi 

Bornemann 55 293 

Bracketed clauses 321 

Buchanan, Εἰ. 5. 153and note 165 172 301 383 

Burgon, Dean Introduction p. x, 35 68 307 327 381 383 385 note 391 394 415 

Burkitt, F.C. Preface p. v, vi, Introduction p. ix, x, 13 28 63 121 note 318 324 347 357 note 377 
380 402 408 445 447 462 473 

Buttmann 147note 281 

bin Mark 107 129 seq 173 note 183note 443 454 etc. 

band din Mark 1381 

ὃ at Luke xxiii. 34: 413note 


C (the manuscript) 139 et alibi 
co 445 seq et αἰϊδὺ 
Case, change of, see below 
Catacombs 107 130/1 
Celsus iii 70 
Change of case 32 35seq (Matt) 38 67, 95 seg (Mark), 246 (Luke) 281 283 290 291 292, 311 356 seq 
(John) 361 396 
» 9, gender 84 98 250 
5 », Mood 29 33(Matt), 92(Mark), 243 (Luke) 296 323 349 (John) 417 
»» 5, number 38 (Matt) 39 51, 96 seq (Mark), 241 249 (Luke), 349 355 (John) 374 385 435 
»» 5, order 89 (Matt) 57 58 61, 98seq (Mark), 255 (Luke) 280 284 301 303 305 309 312 314 326 
328 332 336 363 (John) 378 379 
5» 3, order, involving change of sense 40 323/4 
4 » person 360 
5» 33 possessive pronoun 361 371 seq 
᾿ς ,, sense 40 235 294 
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a ΚΞ δα αι χει, δεν ν 
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Schaaf 52 360 

Schmidtke, A. 251 393 

Schmiedel, Dr. P. 23 

Scholz 50 138 167 335 344 438 440 455 

Scrivener, Dr. 109 167 315 321 note 383 393 457 438 

Semitic versions 375 et passim 

Septuagint 16note 41 48 53 55/59 63 90 94 113 149note 194 280 341 398/9 419 

“Shorter” text 51 54 76 114 210 211 240 251 258 259 268 270 271 272 273 277 279 281 288 289 
301 318 369 429 seq 435 438 et alibi; and see ‘‘ Longer”’ text. 

Smith, Robinson 469 seq 

Soden, Hans von 27 246 note 373 note 

» Hermann yon 6 141 414 425 454 461 465 et passim (see also Part II. passim) 
3 Pe », Review of 460 

Solecisms of B, see ‘‘ Unique readings ” 

Souter, A. Preface p. iand note, ii, v, 3 24 27 48 73note 83 106/7 119 144 237note 257 258 253 
283 301 note 808 310 313 314 318 331 341 342 345/7 377 378 381 note 332 383 385 note 391 

Spelling 338and note et alibi; cf. ““ Form” 

St. Paul’s conversion 480 

ae » diction 55/6 253 265 note 

γὴ » family 479 483 

3: »  growthin grace 488 

a » language 479 

Ἢ » malady 480 

τ ,, teaching 479 

‘5 », visions 480 481 

Swete, Dr. Preface p. iii (and see Part II. p. 188 note) 

Symbols of mss 434 

Synonyms 31 seg (Matt) 46 49 55 65 67 T3note 80 89 seg (Mark) 112 140segq 201, 242 (Luke) 
311/13 340 seq (John) 403 416 

Synoptic accommodation 24 104 105 106 107 253 254 267 268 273 274 277 280 287 288 

Synoptic diction 15 26 27 31 32 33 38 41note 43 46 48 61 64 67 68 83 84 97 123 135 211 212 
237 275 276 283 292 293 295 296 314 409 410 411 424 note 

Synoptic source 41 (and see under ‘‘ Harmonistic ”’) 

Syriac interaction Introduction p. xiii 

Syriac and Latin opposed Introduction, p. xiii, 277 etc. 

Syriac and Latin with B against Coptic 241 

Syriac and Coptic with B against Latin 242 

Syriac Latin and Coptic with B 241 289 

Syriac sympathy with B 28 seq (Matt), 88 (Mark), 231 (Luke) 240 274, 300 332 (John) 343 


Tatian Introduction p. xii, xili, 44 195 230 

Tense, see ‘‘ Change of” 

Tertullian 14 55 132 140note 204/5 208 219 249 250 276 300 301 303 329 356 359 370/1 398 
401 425 429note 449 463 464 471 473 476 οὐ saepe 

Textusreceptus 435 seq 456 οἱ alibi 

Thackeray, F. St. J. 116note 264 281 293 

Theodore Preface p. iii 

Theodotus 423/4 


GENERAL INDEX. 497 


Theophilus of Antioch 250 425/6 

Theophrastus 412 

Thucydides 482 

Tischendorf Preface p.v, 20note 23 29 37 41 43 45 47 55 and note 60 80 83 86 87 93 94 100note 
101 106 108 113 117 123 note 144 note 147 157 note 162 note 167 note 185 note 192 note 193 note 
196 note 200 204 note 205 213 note 214 226 227 237 238 244 259 268 269 273 275 278 280 283 
290 292 294 300 303 308 314 note 318 319 320 321 note 322 323 324 325and note 326 328 note 
329 330 336 339 344 345 350 351 360 note 364 367 371 note 373 375 379 and note 383 385 note 
386 389 391 note 393 396 397 399 404 405 note 407 note 429 note 432 4385 436 487 438 440 442 
445 446 449 450 452 453 455 459 

Transition of number δ seq 

Tregelles 99 238 295 382 442 

Turner, Ὁ. H. Preface p. v, Introduction p. vii seg, 23 195 347 350 note 412 seq 427 428 457 

τεκμήριον 487 

τινας and ots iand 385/6 

Towvy 284 


Underlying Greek text 313 328 οὐ alibi 

Unique readings in B 14 seg (Matt), 74 seq (Mark), 208 seq (Luke) 266, 299 seq (John) 
buoy and ὕμιν 356 seq 

ὑπερ and περι 252/5 488 


Valentinians 70 424 

Verbs, simple and compound Introduction p. x, 54 59 109 228 229 248 255 275 284/5 288 292 294 
344/7 (Jo. iv. 15) 

Verdict, the 465 

Versions, influence of 65/66 357/8 375 378 462 et passim 

‘‘Version tradition”? 313 346 463 seq et alibi 

Vogels, H. J. 462 

Voice, see ‘‘ Change of ” 


W 72 7781 82note 99 102 note 118 136 143 150 151 173 183 239 note 240 note 249 251 414 οἱ alibi 
saepe 

W ὃ 178 note 

Wd 182 

We 72 130 173 196/7 et saepe 

W be 78 199 200etc. 

‘““Wanderworte”’ 438 

Westcott 139 406 

Western non-interpolations 271 

“Western” text 8 259 268 271 377 et passim 

Wetstein 109 118 167 344 398 note 

Wiclif 56 note 

Winer, ‘Grammar’ of 57 note 92 94 218 note 264 281 285 286 293 301 456 457 458 

Wordsworth and White 54note 119 311 393note 414 

Wordsworth, Bp. ὦ. 476note 477 


χρήματα and κτηματα 15 199 
χωρις and avev 202 note 


FoR THE LIST OF SCRIPTURAL QUOTATIONS OCCURRING IN BOTH Parr I, AnD Parr II. consuut 
THE INDEX AT THE END OF VOLUME II. 
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